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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Thirty-five Senators have
answered to their names on the roll call. There is not a quornm

resent.
> Mr. CHANDLER., I move that the Sergeant-at-Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of absent members,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New Hamp-
ghire moves that the Sergeant-at-Arms be directed to request the
attendance of absent members. The question is on agreeing to
the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr, TELLER. 1 move that the Senate do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 7 minutes
p. m,) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, January 25,
1901, at 12 o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
THURSDAY, January 24, 1901.

The House met at 12 o’clock m. Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev.
Hexry N. Coupex, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

RECORD,

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. Mr, Speaker, I desire to correct the
Recorp. Yesterday, in a colloguy with the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. WHEELER], I a.skeﬁ%jm his opinion in reference to the
mod fication or abrogation of the Rush-Bagot convention, and he
replied that under certain circumstances he would be in favor of
its modification or abrogation. I then asked him if this question
had been considered by the Naval Committee, and he answered:

Not since I have been on the committee.

The RECORD reads:

I am glad to hear the gentleman so express himself.

My remark was that I was glad to hear the gentleman was
personally in favor of the modification or abrogation of the treaty,
and not that the Naval Committee had failed to consider it. What
I meant was that this committee ought to consider and reporta
modification of that convention.

BRONZE STATUE OF SPINNER.

Mr, McCLEARY. Mr. Speaker, I ask immediate consideration
for the privileged resolution which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the Clerk be directed torequest the Senate to transmit to the
House a duplicate of engrossed copy of Senate resolution No. 60, * Granting
permission for the erection of a bronze statue in Washin , D. C.,in honor
of General Francis E. SBpinner, late Treasurer of the United States,” the
original copy having been lost.

The question was taken; and the resolution was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. McCLEARY, a motion to reconsider the
vote by which the resolution was passed was laid on the table.

DUPLICATE COPY OF SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following resolution,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers the
following privileged resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the Clerk be directed to request the Senate to transmit to
the House a duplicate engrossed copy of Senate concurrent resolution No.
87, relating to counting the electoral vote, the original engrossed copy of said
resolution having been lost.

The resolution was agreed to.
COUNTING THE ELECTORAL VOTE.

Mz, DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, in connection with the samesub-
ject-matter I offer the following resolution from the Committee
on Rules.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That on Wednesday, February 13, 1901, the whole of the gallery,
except that which is desi as Executive, diplomatie, and reporters’ gal-
leries, and two sections of the east end of the g)eublio gallery, shall be reserved
for the use of the families of Senators, Members of the House of Represent-
atives, Delegates, and their visitors.

The Doorkeeper shall strictly enforee this order.

The Speaker shall issue to each Senator, Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and Delegate two cards of admission, and only persons holding
these cards shall be admitted.

The question was taken; and the resolution was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. DALZELL, amotion to reconsider the several
votes by which the foregoing resolutions were agreed to was laid
on the table,

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for
the further consideration of the naval appropriation bill,

The motion was aglreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committes of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. Moopy of Massa-
chusetts in the chair,

U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

AUTHENTICATED
GPO

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
thedqaval appropriation bill, and the Clerk will proceed with the
reading.

Mr. RIXEY. Mr, Chairman, I was unavoidably absent yester-
dayin Annapolis, in the discharge of public duties, when this bill
was being considered in general debate. I had desired to make
some remarks in the general debate, but will content myself by
asking permission to extend those remarks in the RECORD,

The (gHAlRMAN The gentleman from Virginia asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp, Is there ob-
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

The Clerk read as follows:

Naval training station, California: Maintenance of naval apprentice train-
ing station, Yal:"ga Buena Island, California, namely: Labor and material;
buildings and wharves: general care, repairs, and improvements of grounds,
buildi and wharves; wharfage, fi , and street-car fare; purchase
and maintenance of live stock, and attendance on same; wagons, carts, im-

lements, and tools, repairs to same; fire engines and extinguishers;
ts an mnastic implements; models and other articles naedgeg in in-
struction o ap})rentieeﬂ: printing outfit and ma and maintenance of
same; heating, lighting, and furniture; stationery, books, and periodicals;
fresh water, ice, and washing; freight and expressage; sking boxes and
materials; e and telegraphing; telephones, and other contingent
expenses, $30,000.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Mr. Chairman, in the course of
the debate yesterday upon the naval appropriation bill the gentle-
man from [llinois [Mr. BouTELL] interrupted the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. WHEELER] fo ask him regarding a modification
of the treaty, or supposed treaty, of 1817 between Great Britain
and the United States in relation to naval armament upon the
Great Lakes. I was interested in the inquiry of the gentleman
from Illinois, and regarded if as having a most important bearing
upon the commercial development of the States and cities border-
ing upon the Great Lakes.

After the war of 1812 between Great Britain and the United
States and the ratification of the treaty of Ghent the peaceful
relations growing out of that war were only disturbed by the
number of war ships policing the great lakes of Ontario, St. (%m’r,
Michigan, and Superior. James Monroe, then Secretary of State,
regarded these naval forces upon the Great Lakes as a source
of constant irritation to the two counfries, and likely, in the
event of any attempt to rival each other in tonnage and equip-
ment, to lead to misunderstanding, and possibly war. He there-
fore, at the suggestion of the President, took the initiative in un-
dertaking to lessen the armament kept upon the Great Lakes by
England and America and fixed an agreement for the conduct of
the two countries in that regard.

I have carefully examined all the correspondence between Sec-
retary Monroe and John Quiney Adams, who was then our min-
ister to England, and Lord Castlereagh, representing the English
Government in the negotiations. Iam deeply impressed with the
wisdom of our Government in taking such steps as were neces-
sary toreduce the armament and to fix a maximum armament
for the Great Lakes. At that time the army of the English colo-
nies of Nova Scotia and Canada more than equaled the number
of troops authorized and maintained in the United States. Such
armament as our own country ke[i]tn;:l.pon the lakes had relation
solely to the navigation within our limits, There was no necessity
for war ships npon these lakes more than sufficient to maintain
the revenue service.

by our Government, England finally agreed that there
should be 1 vessel on Lake Ontario, not exceeding 100 tons burden
and one 18-pounder cannon, and on the upper lakes 2 vessels, and
on Lake Champlain 1 vessel, of like burden and force, it being
specially understood that all other armed vessels on these lakes
should be forthwith dismantled, and, likewise, that neither party
i;:]?uld build and arm any other vessels on the shores of these

es,

The object of this arrangement was to cause a suspension of
further construction by England of armed vessels upon the lakes,
and was, as I said in the beginning, wholesome and wise on the
part of onr Government. At that time this vast lake region was
the home of the Indians. There were no such cities as Chicago,
Milwaukee, Duluth, Detroit, Cleveland, Toledo, Grand Rapigg,
and Bay City, and the places now occupied by these busy marts
of erce and trade were only known and recognized as the
trafling posts or gathering places for the tribes of Indians that
infested the Northwestern States,

I do not dissent in any particular from the wisdom of that ac-
tion, and wish it distinctliy and emphatically understood by the
members of the House of Representatives that I have no desire
whatever to see naval war ships floating upon the waters of the
Great Lakes; indeed, 1 do not think them necessary and would
not vote a dollar of the public money for that purpose. What I
desire and insist upon is the right of these great cities, and others
that I could name, fortunately situated upon the shores of these
inland seas, to make war ships, cruisers, and torpedo boats for
the Government, if they desire to do so.
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1 seriously object to this inhibition upon our commerce, this re-
striction npon our trade. The treaty which I have referred to is
subject to alteration or amendment upon six months’ notice being
given, and, in my judgment, the time has arrived and passed when
a modification of this treaty should be undertaken, not in the in-
terest of war, but in the interest of the peaceful pursuit of com-
mercial development. In the proclamation of President Monroe
dated Airil 28,1818, is contained the anthority to annul this stipu-
lation whenever it may seem desirable by either party. I would
not have it all annulled, but only such portion as forbids us to
build ships deemed necessary by the Navy Department of our Gov-
ernment.

Mr. FOSS. I would like to ask the gentleman from Michigan
whether he thinks this is a matter which may properly come un-
der the jurisdiction of the Committee on Naval Affairs or the
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Mr, WM, ALDEN SMITH. I think it is properly a matter
that should receive its initiative from the Naval Committee or
from the Navy Department, The State Department, under the
Administration of President Harrison, after a most voluminous
review of the history of this Rush-Bagot treaty, advised that it
bore heavily upon the lake States, and that it might with pro-

riety be modified; but the Navy Department has never seen fit to
Bo anything about the matter, and 1 bring the question up now
because we are appropriating money for the construction of ships
and are limited in our choice of contractors to those living npon
the seaboard.

Originally it was planned with a desire fo maintain and secure
continuons peace between Great Britain and the United States,
but that peace can be as readily secured and as easily maintained
where the utmost freedom of commerce exists as by inhibitions
of this character, which are irritating in themselves and often the
cause of commercial misunderstanding, These States bordenug
upon the Great Lakes have all the material necessary to buil
ships of war; they have the skilled workmen and splendid facili-
ties for carrying on great industries of this character, The ship-
yards of Wheeler & Co., at Bay City, have built larger crafts than
some of the cruisers and gunboats authorized by this law, and have
delivered them upon the seaboard through the Welland Canal
by the courtesy of the English Government, -

This great shipbuilding concern bid for some of the work of the
Navy Department under thelast Democratic Administration, and,
in his own handwriting, President Cleveland rejected the bid of
‘Wheeler & Co. becanse of this ancient understanding between the
two Governments that no war ships would thereafter be con-
structed aboutthe Great Lakes, Must we, living on the shores of
these lakes, rest forever under a restriction of this character?
When will the States of Michigan and Illinois and Ohio and In-
diana and Wisconsin and Minnesota attain sufficient importance,
in the eyes of the Navy Department, to be permitted to compete for
work of this character?

1t is an unfair and an unjust distinction. It ought no longer
to exist, and the same wisdom and foresight which planned it
originally for the country’s safety ought now to be able to modify
it in the interest of the commercial growth and development of
the region affected. The Government of the United States is in-
terested in this matter. We would find larger competition in
bidding for our naval vessels. The bid rejected by President
Cleveland was the lowest bid, and was a fair and competent one,
and yet this shipyard upon the Great Lakes could be given none
of this work because of the condition to which I have referred.

‘We have ontgrown this treaty. 1fisnotnecessary to ourpeace.
It is not essential to the maintenance of either our friendly or po-
litical relations with Great Britain. President Lincoln gave no-
tice to the English government in 1864 of a desire on the part of
the United States to annul that agreementat the expiration of six
months from the date of his notice, and Congress ratified it by act
February 9,1865, The death of Mr. Lincoln terminated the nego-
tiations, and I believe the notice was afterwards withdrawn.

It is more important that itshounld be annulled to-day than ever
before, and I speak of it now because I deem it important and
because I desire that shipbuilding institutions upon the Great
Lakes and communities who desire to establish such plants may
be encouraged so to do in the midst of every favorable condition,
rather than discouraged by a treaty which had its birth before
any of the States surrounding the lakes were known and recog-
nized or entitled to a place upon the map of our country; and I
ask, in the interest of the utmost freedom of commerce, that the
Navy Department give consideration to this question of the modi-
fication of the treaty of Rush and Bagot preventing cities upon
the Great Lakes from a fair opportunivy to compete for this work.
[Applause. |

Mr. MANN. DMr. Chairman, I can not at all agree with the
opinion of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH]
as to the desiragbility of the abrogation of the convention of 1818,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. A modification. ;

Mr. MANN. While I do not know that it is a live question on

this bill, in view of what he has said, I think it is proper fo call
attention of the committee to the extraordinary development of
the commerce on the Great Lakes, largely, in my opinion, because
of the safety of that commerce from the attack of any foreign foe.
If there were war ships on the lakes to-day owned by Great Brit-
ain, it would be a menace to everycity. It isimpossible to fortify
Chicago, or Buffalo, or Cleveland, or any of the other large cities
on the lakes, owing to their situation on the lake shore,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I should like to interrupt the gen-
tleman right there. !

Mr, MANN. If the gentleman wants to ask a question,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I think the gentleman must have
misunderstood me; I do not desire to have war ships floating on
the Great Lakes—

Mr. MANN, If the gentleman will contain himself in patience,
I will address myself to his proposition that we shonld permit the
construction of war ships upon the Great Lakes, It is impossible
to construct them withont having them on the lakes after they
are constructed. If we construct war ships on our side of the
lakes, what is to prevent Great Britain from constructing great
naval shipyards on the other side of the lakes? And if Great Brit-
ain can construct her war ships on the lakes, she can keep them
in position in the docks and in the construction department until
they are ready to be used.

If a war should be threatened between this country and Eng-
land and both sides had a naval construction plant situated on the
Great Lakes, it would mean that both sides would be holding these
ships in reserve for use in case of war, and that would be a men-
ace fo the commerce on the lakes. But it issaid there is no danger
of any war with England. Very well. It m %ht be an advantage
to the country to have competition on the lakes; but with the
possibilities that we might some day have a conflict with Canada
or tireat Britain, this is an absolute provision of safety for our
country that there should be no war vessel on the lakes, as is pro-
vided in the present convention now in force.

I protest, Mr, Chairman, against any proposition to allow war
vessels of any kind upon the Great Lakes, use that would be
to threaten the commerce now developing there more rapidly than
any place in the world.

1t would mean the threatening of the cities upon the lakes, If
{;gu put war vessels upon the Great Lakes, the next proposition

fore the House will be to construct fortifications somewhere.
If Great Britain can maintain a war ship upon the Great Lakes; if
Great Britain can construct a war ship upon the Great Lakes,
it is a menace to the city of Chicago; it is a menace to the city of
Buffalo. What is the response to that? Why, that Chicago must
have war vessels for her protection; that Buffalo must have war
vessels for her protection; all the great cities upon the lakes must
have vessels for their protection. The only safe way is to main-
tain the convention of 1818 and keep all kinds of war vessels off
the lakmﬁéﬁhu%}

Mr. BO of Nllinois. Mr, Chairman, I would like to sug-
gest tomy colleague from Chicago that if we are to adhere literally
to the terms of the Rush-Bagot convention we must remove from
the lakes even the picturesque but obsolete old gunboat Michigan,
which has floated the American flag on the Great Lakes for fifty-
seven years. There is a great deal of misapprehension respect-
ing this Rush-Bagot convention. The present understandin
between the United States and Great Britain concerning the build-
ing and maintenance of boats on the lakes is based upon a
simple exchange of notes between the representatives of the two
powers.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Were we notafterwards, under the treaty,
authorized to keep one war vessel on the lakes?

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. There is no treaty on the subject;
but I was just about to read the provisionsin the notes. After
the close of the war of 1812, when the Great Lakes and Lake
Champlain were covered with the old wooden fighting vessels, in
order to procure as y a disarmament on both sides as possi-
ble, representatives of Great Britain and the United States by cor-
respondence attempted to arrive at some general plan of disarma-
ment. This correspondence culminated in a letter from Charles
Bagot, the British representative in the United States, dated
Washington, April 28, 1817, In that letter he says:

His Royal Highness, acting in the name and on the behalf of His Majesty,

ees that the naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes by H
Majesty and the Government of the United States shall henceforth be con-
fined to the following vessels on each side, that is—

On Lake Ontario, to 1 vessel not exceeding 100 tons burden and armed with
one ls-?onnﬂ cannon. 5 :

On the npper lakes, to 2 vessels not exceeding like burden each and armed
with like force.

On the waters of Lake Champlain, to 1 vessel not exceeding like burden
and armed with like force.

ehal be forthpith dlemant
built or armed.

On the 26th of April, 1817, Richard Rush, our Secretary of State,
replied to the letter of the British representative, accepting the
terms thereof as satisfactory to the United States, and from 1817

that all other armed vessels on these lakes
and that noother vessels of war shall be there

L]
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down to the present time this convention has theoretically been
considered in force and binding upon both parties. But from the
date of the receipt of Mr, Rush’s letter it has not been strictly ob-
served at all times either in letter orin spirit by either party. The
Canadians, when they had their difficulties in the later thirties and
early forties, had quite a fleet on the lakes, and this was then a
subject of correspondence between the two countries.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. The Navy Department has ob-
served it. .

Mr, BOUTELL of Nllinois. Not fully and at all times, as I will
point out. During our civil war we also felt constrained to have
some armed vessels on the lakes, and our action met with some
resistance on the part of Great Britian and led to some consider-
able correspondence. But since 1844 there has been on our part a
standing violation of the terms of this convention, or rather a
floating violation. In 1841 there wasbuilt in the city of Pittsburg
the old-fashioned side-wheel steam vessel called the Michigan. In
the summer of 1844 it wastaken down piecemeal to Erie and there
launched. Thisboathad a registered tonnage of 498 tons. Itwas
armed with two 8-inch guns and four 32-pounder carronades, and
ﬁ; dear old Michigan still floats the American flag on the upper

es

Now. it seems to me that we should, in the interest of the Naval
Reserves of the lake States, be allowed to have one modern ves-
sel of the smallest class on the upper lakes and one vessel of the
same class on the lower lakes; and 1 think that Canada would
appreciate the same privile, Our shipbuilding firms on the
lakes should also be allowed to compete for the construction of
such Government boats as can be taken through the canals to the
ocean. Thisconvention at present shuts them out from such com-
petition.

It will be seen from what I have said that, so far as the main-
tenance of vessels on the lakes is concerned, the Rush-Bagot con-
vention has never been strictly observed. Whereas under that
convention we are only allowed to have a vessel of 100 tons bur-
den, we have had since 1844 one of 500 tons burden.

In 1892, by resolution of the Senate, the Secretary of State was
called upon to make a m&c;:h in reference to the advisability of
modifying or abrogatin% is convention.

Here the hammer fell. ]
r. DALZELL. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
from 1llinois may continue for five minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. Incompliance with that resolution
President Harrison sent to the Senate an exhaustive report pre-
pared by the Secretary of State, Mr. Foster, containing all the
facts and all the correspondence on this subject. This is known
as Executive Document No. 9 of the Senate, second session Fifty-
second Congress. I will insert this report in full in the REcorp,
as it is now out of print, but at the present time simply wish to
read a few paragraphs which show the attitude of the State De-
partment in 1892,

This entire report, Mr. Chairman, is certainly most interesting
reading as showing how two great nations have maintained an
understanding on a subject of importance sufficiently great to be
made a matter of treaty agreement by the mere exchange of
executive notes.

In closing his report Mr, Foster says:

In 1817 the problem that presented itself to the negotiators was ona of im-
mediate reciprocal disarmament rather than of future limitation. A desper-
ate war had just closed, and itsanimosities still rankled despite the signature
of a treaty of peace. The navies of the late contestants were on the lakes, in-
capable of removal thence and unfitted for the peaceful mission of commerce.
Their maintenance was as dangerous as it was useless and costly. The treaty
of Ghent was silent in regard to disarmament; but upon the lakes only by

rmament conld the menace of fresh conflicts on trivial occasion be
averted from that quarter. All these considerations abundantly appear as
amotive of President Monroe's proj to restrict the armaments on the
coterminous inland seas. They were in fact ﬁestroy;:]:o naval force worths
of the name being preserved. The little sailing ve still permitted coul
not even act together. Ontario was separa from Erie by an impassable
natural barrier. Offensive and defensive means of warfare were alike re-
moved, leaving only the necessary instrumentalities for protecting the reve-
nues and controlling the savages on either side the frontier.

If as early as 1844 the Secretary of the Navy held that the sole considera-
tion of steamers having taken the place of sailing craft for warlike purposes
wonld justi;é' a revision of the agreement; if the House of Representatives
in 1864 regarded the openingof the Canadian canals as mtroducln%sn inequal-
ity incompatible with its en ments: and if,as Mr, Seward held in 1864, the
informal arrangement of April, 1817, could 2ly have anticipated such a
condition of things as the maintenance of a marine force adequate to
with domestic troubles or civil war on either side, it seems most desirable
now, in view of the long lapse of time and the vast changes wrought in these
and other no less important regards, that the arrangement now grown obso-
lete in practice and surviving in the letter only as a declared guaranty of
international peace should be moditied to fit the new order of things, and with
such adaptation to the exigencies of the future as prudence may forecast.

It may be permissible to adducea simple illustration of the unfitnessof the
arrangement of 1817 to meet the modern eonditions of intercourse. But re-
cently the offer of a shipbuilding establishment on one of the lakes to con-
struct one of the smaller vessels of our new Navy, to be taken thence by the
Welland and River canals t the Atlantic for service on our seaboard, wasnot
considered, because the construction of such a vessel on the lakes might be
held to contravene the arrangement of 1817,

Now, this same state of facts exists at the present time, and al-
XXXIV—=88

though many of the shipyards of the upper and lower lakes are
capable of building boats for our American Navy that can be taken
through the canal to tide water, and although these shipbuilders
on the lakes have often been the lowest bidders on Government
contracts, the bids of all of the lake shipyards have been uniformly
rejected through the desire on the part of our Government to adhere
literally and in spirit to that part of the convention referred to,
which says we must not build gunboats on the lakes, whereas, asa
matter of fact, ever since the exchange of these notes we have been
violating the provisions of the convention or agreement so far as
relates to the tonnage and armament of the boats that may be
maintained on the lakes.

And the point that I wish to make—and which I wish to make
perfectly clear to the committee—is that, in my opinion, it is in
the interest of both the Government of Great Britain and the
United States to so modify this convention that the terms which
we finally agree upon shall be embodied in a permanent treaty, and
that the treaty shall permit the maintenance by each power of at
least one modern gunboat on the upper lakes and one on the
lower lakes, and that each party to the treaty may have the privi-
lege of building any boats on the lakes that may be taken, unarmed,
to the ocean,

In closing, I wish to make a special plea for the maintenance of
a modern gunboat on the lakes for the training of the naval mili-
t%ahi( of the States that touch the waters of the great Northwestern

es.

During the last war with Spain the naval militia of every State
bordering upon the lakes could be found on the fighting ships of
our Navy, and I may say, Mr. Chairman, that no soldiers in that
conflict had a more honorable or creditable record than the naval
reserves who bad their training on the Great Lakes, and yet the
only ﬁght.ing vessel they ever had an opportunity of seeing was
the old obsolete paddle-wheel steamer Michigan, which we have
been maintaining for over half a century, not as an instrument of
offense or defense, but as a naval curiosity.

Now, sir, the time has come, in my judgment when we should
so modify this convention or agreement as to enable the United
States Government to keep two small modern gunboats on the
lakes if for no other purpose than the training, in the annual
cruises, of the naval militia of the lake States. And we should
/put an end to the unjust discrimination which this convention
makes against the shipbuilders on the Great Lakes. [Applause,]

APPENDIX.
[Senate Ex. Doe. No. 9, Fifty-second Congress, second session.]

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, IN RESPONSE TO
SENATE RESOLUTION OF APRIL 11, 182, RELATIVE TO THE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND GREAT BRITAIN CONCERNING THE
NAVAL FORCES TO BE MAINTAINED OX THE GREAT LAKES

December 7, 1802.—Read, referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
and ordered to be printed.

To the Senate:

In response to the resolution of the Senate of April 11, 1882, requesting in-
formation in regard to the agreement between the United States and Great
Britain of 1817, concerning the naval forces to be maintained by the two Gov-
ernments on the Great Lakes, I transmit herewith a report of the Becretary
of Stateand sccammuyin‘ghpapers giving all the information existing in that
Department in regard to the agreement in question.

BENJ. HARRISON.
EXECUTIVE MANSI0X, December 7, 1532,

To the PRESIDESRT:

The Secretary of State, to whom was communicated a resolution adopted
on the 11th of April, 1802, by the Senate of the United States, in the following

words:

 Regolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, directed to
inform the Senate whether the agreement entered into between the United
States and Great Britain in the year 1817, covering the question of the naval
force to be maintained by the two governments on the Great Lakes of the
United States, is now held to be in force by the Department of State, and
what, if any, action has been taken by our Government to revive or put in
force the terms of said agreement, and if so, under what athorihgeor action
on the part of our Government such agresment has been held to be in force
since the giving of the required formal notice by the President to Great Brit-
ain in December, 1864, of a desire on the part of the United States to annul
said ment at the expiration of the six months from the date of said
formal notice. and the ratificajion of said notice by the act of Congress of
February, 9, 1865, s
has the honor to submit to the President a report in nse to said resolu-
tion, in order that it mag be laid before the Senate, should the President deem
it not incompatible with public interests so to do.

A statement of the circumstances preceding and attending the intion
of the agreement of April 23-29, 1817, seems proper to the fuller understand-
ing of the questions presented:

5

After the restoration of peace between the United Statesand Great Britain
by the treaty of Ghent, in 1814, several dangerous sources of disa t
between the two countries were found to exist in the restless and even hos-
tile spirit of the Indians on the frontier. in the unneighborly conduet of the
British officers in Canada, in the impressment of seamen, in commercial in-
tercourse, in the enjoyment of common rights of ﬁshag on the Nova Beotian
and Newfoundland coasts, and in the maintenance by Great Britain of an ex-
cessive armament on the Great Lakes. All of thess matters were the
sion of frequent instructions by Mr. Monrmﬁhen Secretary of State, to Mr,
John Quincy Adams, minister {o London, looking to theirnaustmmt con-
ventional arrangements. The subjects being associated and discussed to-
gether, the references to the question of the armament on the lakes and its
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restriction in the common interest of the two countries are for the most

incidental to the general negotiation for the regulation of the rights of fish-
ing, which had then assumed an overshadowing importance. hwresent
report will aim to separate the discussion of the question of the naval arma-
ments and exhibit it in connected sequence, so far as the records will permit.

The first reference to the matter spr)earﬂ to have been made during the
summer of 1815, when Mr. Adams, under date of August 29, transmitted to
the Department of State some Briﬁshqewspnpers in which it was announced
that His Majesty’s cabinet had determined not only to maintain but to ang-
ment its armed naval force on the Great Lakes. Mr. Monroe thereupon pro-

a mutual restriction of the naval force to be maintained on the lakes
both parties, in an instruction addressed to Mr. Adams, dated November
1G, 1815, as follows (Mr. Monroe to Mr. A November 16, 1815): v

“The information you give of orders ha tg been issued by the British
Government to increase its naval force on the lakes is con rmedlgg in-
telligence from that quarter of measures having been actually adop for
the purpose. It is evident, if each y augments its force there, with a
view to obtain the ascendency over the other, that vast expense will be in-
curred and the danger of collision augmented in like degree. The President
is sincerely desirous to prevent an evil which it is presumed is equally to be
depreca by both Governments. He therefore authorizes gon to propoze
tothe British Government such an arrangement respecting the naval force
to be kept on the lakes by both Governments as will demonstrate their pacific

and secure their peace. He is willing to confine it, on each side, toa
certain moderate number of armed vessels, and the smaller the number the
more agreeable to him; or to abstain altogether from an armed force beyond
that used for revenue. You will bring this subject under the consideration
of the British Government immediately after the receipt of this letter.”

In a conference with Lord Castlereagh on January 25,1816, Mr. Adams sub-
mitted the proposal, and briefly mentioned having done so in a dispatch writ-
ten to Mr. ﬁon.roe January 31,1816, in which he said (Mr. Adams to Mr. Mon-
roe, January 31, 1816): :

*With regard to the other topics emtraced in the conference, I can only
now state in a summary manner that I think the proposal for mutually dis-
arming on the lakes of Canada, which I made conformably to your instruec-
tions, will not be accepted.”

On the 8th of February, however, Mr. Adams wrote to Mr. Monroe more
fully, reporting his presentation of the p: and the views of Lord Castle-
mgllg:l thereon, as follows (Mr. Adams to Mr. Monroe, February 8, 1816):

b g way of introduction to the proposals which I was instructed to make
to this Government in relation to the naval armaments on the Canadian
lakes, I observed to Lord Castlereagh, at the conference with himon the 25th
ultimo, that next to the subject of seamen and impressment the most dan-
Tmms sonrce of disagreement between the two countries arose in Canada.

t had occasioned much mutual ill will heretofore and might give rise to
great and frequent animosities hereafter unless guarded against by the
ce, firmness, and decidedly pacific dispositions of the two Govern-
ments; that there were continual tendencies to bad neighborhood and even
to acts of hostility in that t%nart.er. roceeding from three distinct causes—

the Indians, the temper of the British local authorities, and the British arma-
ment on the lakes.
* s * . * * *

“But the most imcgormm cireumstance was the increase of the British ar-
maments upon the Canadian lakes since the peace. Such armaments on one
side rendered similar and counter armaments on the other indispensable.
Both Governments wounld thus be subjected to heavy and, in time of .
useless expenses; and every additional armament would create new and very
dangerous incitements to mutual irritation and acts of hostility. That the
American Government, anxious above all for the preservation of peace, had
authorized me to propose a reduction of the armaments upon the lakes on
both sides. The extent of this reduction the President left at the pleasure of
Great Britain, observing that the greater it would be the more it wonld con-
form to his preference, and that it wonld best of all suit the United States if
the armaments should be confined to what is necessary for the protection of
the revenue. Lord Castlereagh admitted that the proposal was perfectly
fair, and assured me that so far as it manifested cand amicable disposi-
tions it would meet with the sincerest reciprocal dispositions on the part of
this Government. -

“ He inquired if it was meant to include in this proposition the destruc-
tion of the armed vessels already existing there. I answered that as it was
not so expressed in my instructions I did not understand them to include
that; but if the principle should be acceptable to Great Britain there would
be ample time to consult the American Government with regard to details.
The immediate agreement which I was directed to propose was that there
ghould be no new armament on either side. He replied that as to keeping a
number of armed vessels R:.mdm about upon the lakes in time of it
would be ridiculons and absurd. ere could be no motive forit.andevery-
thing beyond what should be necessary to gmrdal%mnst smuggling would be
calculuted only to produce mischief; that he would submit the proposal to
the consideration of His Majesty's Government. But we were aware that
Great Britain was on that point the weaker party, and therefore it was that
ghe had proposed at the negotiation of Ghent that the whole of the lakes, in-
cluding the shores, should belong to one party. In that case there would
have been a 1 and wide natural separation between the two territories,
and there wouls have been no necessity for armaments.

“ He expressed a strong predilection in favor of such broad natural bound-
aries, and appeared to consider the necessity for Great Britain to kee‘? up
considerable naval force on her side of the lakes as resulting from the objec-
tions made on the part of the United States to the expedient for preserving
the future peace between the two conntries proposed by Great Britain upon
that occasion. He said that just before the conclusion of the peace Great
Britain had been under the necessity of making extraordinary exertions and
to build a number of new vessels upon the lakes to enable her to maintain
her footing there; and when I remarked tHat this was not what had drawn
the ani version of the American Government, but the new armaments—
vessels of war begun and built since the peace—he reﬁ;lled. that we had so
muech the advantage over them there by our position that a mutual stipula-
tion against arming during the peace would be unequal and d:sa(_ivanta.%eous
in its operation to Great Britain; for as the hands of both parties would b
such an engagement be tied until war should have commenced, the Amari-
cans by their proximity would be able to prepare armaments for attack much
sooner than d:mse of British could be pre{mred for defense.

I urged that as at all events the state of the armaments during peace,on
one side, must be the measure of those on the other, this advantage of prox-
imity must be nearly the same whether they are t or small; that the

ment to forbear arming in time of peace would rather diminish than

d to it, and that a war could not break out, on the part of the United
States, suddenly or without such a previous state of the relations between
the two nations as would give the British Government warning to be pre-

for the event and to take such measures as might enable them to arm
on the lakes when the war commenced guite as rapidly and effectually as the
United States could do on their side. But although Lord Castlereagh prom-
ised to submit the proposal to the cabinet, his own disinclination to accede to
it was so strongly marked thatI can not flatter myself it will be accepted.

The ntmost that they may be induced to consent to may be an arrangement
to hmit the force which either party shall keep in actual service upon the

lakes.

With his dispatch, No. 36, of March 22,1818, Mr. Adams sent a copy of a
note addressed by him under date of March 21 to Lord Castlereagh concern-
ing several pending questions, and said: *'I have repeated the proposal for
disarming on the lakes, but without hopes of success.” In thatnote to the
British secretary of foreifm affairs Mr. Adams said (Mr. Adams to Viscount
Caaﬂerezfﬁh. March 21, 1816):

**On this occasion the undersigned begs leave to remind Lord Castle h
of the proposition which, by instruction from the American Government,
had the honor of making to his lordship on the 25th of January last, relative
to naval armaments npon the North American lakes. It is the sincere wish
and, so far as depends upon them, the determined intention of the American
Government, that the peace so happily restored between the two countries
should be cemented by every suitable measure of conciliation and by that
mutual reliance upon good faith far better adapted to the maintenance of
national harmony than the jealous and exasperating deflance of complete
armor.

“*The undarsig?e{! mentioned to his lordship the incident of an American
merchant vessel having been fired upon by a British armed vessel upon Lake
Erie. The increase of naval armaments on one side upon the lakes, during
peace, will necessitate the like increase on the other, and besides cansing an

vation of useless expense to both parties must operate as a continual
stimulus of suspicion and of ill will upon the inhabitants and local authorities
of the borders againstthose of their neighboras. The moral and political tend-
ency of such a system must be to war and not to peace. The American Gov-
ernment pro mnutually to reduce, to the same extent, all naval arma-
ments upon those lakes. The degree to which they shall be reduced is leftat
the option of Great Britain. The greater the reduction, the more acceptable
it be to the President of the United States; and most acceptable of all,
should it be agreed to maintain, on either side, during the peace, no other
force than such as may be necessary for the collection of the revenue.

* In submitting again this dprq to the consideration of His Majesty's
Government, the undersigned will not merely usk for a return to that frank
and unsuspecting confldence in which it originated and of which it is the
proof. If it be fitting that the maxims of a more guarded and cantious policy
should also be called to share in the deliberation, he will request Lord le-
reagh to bear in mind that the whole military peace establishment of the
United States searcely equals the number of troops intended to be main-
tained by Great Bri in the colonies of Nova Scotia and Canada alone, and
that no act of offensive hostility be‘:igﬂi“t any foreign nation can be author-
ized by the Executive of the United States without the sanction of a previous
act of Congress, in whom alone is vested by the Constitution the power of
declaring war. With these securities against the possibility of a sudden or
unforeseen attack from the United States upon the British North American
colonies, added to those which Great Britain must derive from the great
:\ﬁpenar::{ of the British power upon the ocean. and from the removal of

the real and even of the principal of the apprehended causes of the late
unh.upﬁg' contest between the two nations, the undersigned may confidently
hope that this proposal mutually and equally to disarm upon the American
lakes will be received and entertained in the same spirit in which it was
made, as a pledge of intentions sincerely friendly and earnestly bent upon
the permanent preservation of peace."

ﬁge days later Mr. Adams, under date of March 30, 1816, wrote to Mr.
Monroe as follows (Mr. Adams to Mr. Monroe, March 30, 1816):

*Lord Castlereagh has not yet replied to any other of my late notes. Yon
may, however, consider it as certain that the pro to disarm upon the
lakes will not be accepted. Inall the late debates in Parliament upon what
they call their military and naval peace establishment, the prospect of a new
war with the United States has been distinetly held up by the ministers and
admitted by the opposition as a solid reason for enormous and nnparalleled
expenditure and preparation in Canada and Nova Scotia. We hear nothing
now about the five fir frigates and the bits of striped bunting. The strain is
on & higher mood. Lord tle: h talks of the great and growing military
power of the United Siates. The Marquisof Lansdowne, an opposition leader
and one of the londest trumpeters for retrenchment and economy, still com-
mends the ministers for having been beaten into the 'pollciof having a naval
superiority upon the lakes. And one of the lords of the Admiralty told the
House of Cl.rommons last Monday that bumboat expeditions and pinchbeck ad-
ministrations would no longer do for Canada; that Englishmen must lay their
account for fighting battles in fleets of three-deckers on the North American
lakes. All this is upon the principle of preserving peace by being prepared
for war. But it shows to demonstration what will be the fate of the proposal
for disarming.”

In those ﬁays of slow communication between the two countries by
monthly snili:éﬁ packets, two months often passed before a dispatch of in-
siruction reached its destination. Mr. Adams's d tch of March 22, 1518,
was thus acknowledged and his note of the 21st of that month to Lord Cas-
tlereagh approved by Mr. Monroe on the 2lst of May following (Mr. Monroe
to Mr. Adams, May 21, 1816):

“It is h that your proposition respecting the naval force to be re-
tained on the lakes will be more succesaful than youn had reason to e t
from the remarks of Lord Castlereagh in your conference with him and his
omission to answer your note on the subject at the date of your last letter to
me. The proposition, in the manner and extent, was in strict conformity
with the views of the President. He would, however, be satisfied to prevent
the augmentation of the force, leaving it on both sides in the present state,
and when it is conside Great Britain has the ascendency on Lake
Ontario, which bears more immediately on Canada, and that the United
States have it on Erie and Huron, which is impertant only in relation to the
;avngea within our limits, it is not perceived on what ground it can be re-

used.”

Mr. Monroe's anticipation of a favorable result despite Mr. Adams's fore-
bodings of {failure wasspeedily confirmed, and, indeed, even while he wasthus
expressing his hopes of a better disposition on the t of the British Gov-
ernment, & dispatch from Mr, Adams was already on its way across the ocean,
reporting Lorgt‘.natlerwh's aceeptance of the proposition in principle. Un-
‘lif.ri Ela:]t]e of April 15, 1816, Mr. Adams wrote (Mr. Adams to Mr. Monroe, April

‘At the request of Lord Castlereagh I called upon him last Tnesday, when
he informed me that the British Government were prepared to make an ar-
rangement of the guestions relating to the fisheries and to meet that of the
(Government of the United States relative to naval armaments on the North
American lakes, so far as to avoid everything like a contention between the
two rmrtiea which should have the strongest force there. He asked meif I
considered my power adequate and if I had instructions that would anthor-
ize me now to conclude an agreement upon those points. I told him that I
did not consider my power as extending to the first, and shounld not feel my-
self warranted in concluding an article upon the second without further in-
structions.

] - L ] L - * *
" With regard to the force upon the lakes, he said excepting the vessels

which might be necessary to convey troops occasionally from station to
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station, the British Government did not wish to have any ships in commission
or in active seryice: and all the armed vessels now existing there might be
1aid up, as it was called here, in ordinary. I said that understanding it as
now agreed that no new or additional force should be commenced upon the
lakes on either side for the present, and all the effects of a positive engage-
ment as existing from this time, there would be ample time for the concert-
l:giof an express article which might be satisfactory to both Governments,
in man rﬁpecta it might be most convenient that this should be con-
cluded at Vgas ngton. 1 therefore rendirly assented to his suggestion and
wished that a power and instructions should be sent out to Mr. t upon
both the points, which I trust will immediately be done.”
Lord (ﬁt‘lmagh appears to have acted promptly upon Mr. Adams’s sug-
ion, and the necessary authority and instructions were forwarded to the
ritish minister at Washington, the Right Honorable Charles Eazfcé who had

reviously presented his credentials to the President on March 16. Con-
erences seem to have followed between Mr. vt and the Secre of State
in regard to the several pendlxiﬁ_ uestions, and particularly that of the lake
armaments. On July 8 1816, Mr. Monroe wrote to Mr, Adams . Monroe

0 i+ Bagot has rocatved to the aif cting th
“ Mr. as received a power to arrange the difference respecting the
taking and curing and drying fish on the shores of the British colonies, but
whetgerit authorizes such an arrangement as will be useful and satisfactory
tous I am asyetuninformed. He hasalsoa power toregulate the naval force
{0 be main! ed on the lakes on each side, the nature and extent of which I
have also yet to learn. This power to Mr. Bagot will diminish as to these
objects the anthority which has been sent to you. In every other respect
your power will remain in full force and, we hope, produnce the salutary
effect contemplated by it.”

The *power " thus referred to was dated May 21, 1816, and differed from
the formal type of a full power in being addressed to Mr. Adams himself,
not to the representatives of the Government with which he was to n
tiate. It did not in terms contemplate any arrangement for the restriction
or disarmament of the respective naval forees on the lakes, but erally au-
thorized him to negotiate a special convention for the commerce between the
United States and the British colonies in North America and the West Indies,
and also toadopt such regulations with respect to seamen and for other pur-
poses as may be calculated to E)romoto theadvantage of both nations. So far
as related to the question of the armaments to be maintained on the lakes,
Mr. Adams's connection with the matter thereupon ceased.

Mr, Bagot’s powers would seem to have been express, although no record
of their terms is found. He upwdﬂM; opened the negotiation thus transferred
to Washington by addressing to . Monroe the following note, dated July
26, 1816 (Mr. Bagot to Mr. Monroe, Jui{l% 1816):

“Mr. Adams having intimated to His Majesty's Government that it was
the wish of the Government of the United States that some understandin
should be had or agreement entered into between the twocountries inre
to their naval armaments upon the lakes, which, while it tended to
the expenses of each country, might diminish also the chances of collision and
prevent any feelings of jealousy, I havethe honor toacquaint you that I bave
received Lord Castlereagh’s instructions to assure you that His Royal High-
ness the Prince Regent will cheerfully adopt, in the spirit of Mr. Adams’s
suggestion, any reasonable system which may contribute to the attainment
of objects so desirable to both states. Mr. Adams not having entered into
any detailed axrgl]anation of the precise views of his Government for ]gl-lﬁ
effect to the principle which he had offered for consideration, the tigg
Government is unacquainted with the particular arrangements which the
Government of the United States would propose to make for this pu e
but I have been instructed to assure you of the general tion of His
Rc.l{al Highness the Prince Regent to listen with satisfaction to any proposal
which may secure such ends and of his readiness toact in a spirit of the most
entire confidence upon the principle which has been suggested by Mr.

Adams,”

Mr. Monroe replied to Mr. ot, fully setting forth the views and desires
of the Government of the United States, his note being dated August 2, 18186,
as follows (Mr. Monroe to Mr. Bagot, Aun 2,1816):

“1 have the honor to receive your letter of the 26th of July, by which
you informme that Mr. Adams had intimated to your Government the desire
of the President to arrange by compact the naval force which should be re-
tained on the lakes by both nations, with a view to lessen equally the expense
of each and likewise to inst collision, but that he nof exp!
in sufficient detail the pr which he had been aunthorized to make to
lead at that time to any practical result. You assare me that His Royal
Highness the Prince Regent is well disposed to the object, and that in con-
cert with this Government he is willing to adopt such measures as may be
deemed expedient to give it effect.

“The President being satisfied that if each nation should maintain on the
lakes a large naval force it would expose both to considerable and useless
expense, while it would multiply the risks of collision between them,
instructed Mr, Adams, shortly after the peace, to make the proposal which
you mention, in the hope, from the amicable spirit in which it was conceived
and the advantage which it was believed both parties would derive from it,
that it might be carried into immediate effect. It is very satisfactory to the
President to find that Kgur Government approves the principle on which pro-
;‘;pofal i? rfoundad and that His Royal Highness the Prince Regent is willing to

on

*1 infer from your letter that {ou are desirous of obtaining a precise
l:ro:ect. either for the pu 2 of acting on it here immediately, in conform-

ty with the powersalready given you, or of transmitting it to your Govern-
ment for its consideration. hether it be for the one or the other purpose.
Iam instructed to afford all the facility that I may be able, thnugh?& would
undoubtedly be more agreeable to the President that the arrangement should
be made and executed with the least delay possible.

*I have the honor now to state that the President is willing, in the spirit
of the peace which so haprﬂy exists between the two nations, and until the

posed arrangement shall be canceled in the manner hereinafter su ted,

confine the naval force to be tained on the lakes on each su{' e to the
following vessels, that is: On Lake Ontario to one vessel not exceeding 100
tons burden and one 18-pound eannon, and on the Upper Lakes to two ves-
sels of like burden and force, and on the waters of @ Champlain to one
vessel not exoeaﬂinglthe like burden and force: and that all other armed ves-
sels on those lakes shall be forthwith dismantled, and likewise that neither
partg shall build or arm any other vessel on the shores of those lakes.

“That the naval force thus retained by each party on the lakes shall be
restricted inits duty to the protection of its revenue laws, the transportation
of troops and goods, and to such other sérvices as will in no respect interfere
with the armed vesseis of the other party.

“That should either of the parties be of opinion hereafter that this ar-
rangement did not accomplish the object intended by it, and be desirous of
annulling it, and give notice thereof, it shall be void and of no effect after the
expiration of — months from the date of such notice.

**If this project corresponds with the views of your Government, and you
are nuthormcf to accede to it under any modifications which you may pro-
pose and in which we can agree, I am instructed to give it immediate ef?ect,
either by convention, the interchange of notes, or in any form which may be

thought best adapted to the ends p . If, on the other hand, you con-
sider it your duty to submit this project to your Government for considera-
tion, and to awalt its sanction before you can adopt it, and have power to
make, ad interim, any provisional reciprocal arrangement having the same
objects in view, 1 almllpbe hapxif to digest with you such provisional arrange-
ment and to carry it reciprocally into effect for such time and in such man-
ner as may be agreed on; or. should your power be adequate, I am ready to
concur in an immediate nsion of any further construction or equipments
of ;‘rm&t}a vessels for an i(l: thie want-grsa \;a m%g.“ B 6, 1815,

0 roposal an quiry Mr. ot replied, on August an-
nouncin ﬁ hll]s inability, under his instrt?éﬁons, to come to an immediate agree-
ment. He said (Mr. t to Mr. Monroe, August 6, 1816):

“The general coincidence of sentiment which exists between our Govern-
ments in regard to entering into some amnﬁament upon this subject gives
reason to hope that the several of it will become matter of easy eﬂ'“t.
ment; but as, in the consideration of any precise proposition to this effect,
reference mnst necessarily be had to various points connected with the inter-
nal administration of His esty’s provinces and to the naval assistance
which the ordinary business of a peace establishment ma uire, I am not
authorized to conclude definitely any a.{reemant as to de without pre-
viously submitting it to my Governmen .

I shall therefore immediately forward for consideration the con-
tained in your letter; but I shall, in the meantime, willingly take ulpon my-
self to give effect to any arrangement upon which we may eventually agree,
for the pu of suspending the further construction and equipment of
armed vessels upon the lakes, and of generally abstaining from exertion in
those %nrtam"

Besides this correspondence, it would seem that Mr. Monroe and Mr. B;ﬁ)v
held several conferences on the subject, for, under date of Au 18, %
Mr. Monroe wrote an instruction to Mr, Adams at London, in which he
(Mr. Monroe to Mr. Adams, Avgust IBMIBI.G):

“In consequence of instructions to Mr. Bagot, I have had several commu-
nications with him relative to the naval force to be retained on the lakes by
each power, and also respecting the nght of curing and drying fish on the
shores of the British Provinces, northward of the United States, without

ving concluded a definite arrangement on either subject.

*On the first it “"}’3’“’ that Mr. ot's power was limited to a right to

to suspend the further augmentation of the naval force on those waters

thout fixing its maximum by any rational standard to the number of vessels,
for example, which would be necessary for the support of the revenue laws,
and that Ee was bound to communicate to his Government an:lr.é:recise
gition which might be made to that effect, and to await its order respgzm
it. Imade tohim such a proposition, having in view the object mentioned, as
well as the other im; t objects of economy and a desire to avoid irrita-
tion and collision. The affair terminated in an ment on the point to
which alone his power extended, and an understanding that he should trans-
mit the specific &sropmit-ion to his Government for consideration. On this
point several notes have betweenus. * * * It is probable that the
arrangement of these two interests will again rest with you. The s.dmnta%:
o{]ii{:, as vou are already authorized to treat on other important subjects,
o D "

The latest of the communications thus referred to is a note which on the
previous day. August 12, Mr. Monroe had addressed to Mr. Bagot, for the

pu of closing with his provisional %Irmfor suspﬁand the augmentation
of the respective naval forces on the lakes, as follows (Mr. Monroe to Mr.
Bagot, August 12, 1816):

I have had the honor to receive your letter of the 6th of this month, by
which yon inform me that, although you have full confidence that an
ment will finally be entered into by our Governments to limit in a satisfac-
tory manner the naval force to be maintained by them on the lakes, you con-
sider it your duty to submit to your Government the project which I lately
communicated to you to that effect, and to await its orders before you can

to makea definitivearrangement on the subject. You intimate, how-
ever, that you are willing to give effect to any arrangement on which we
may agree for suspending in the meantime the further construction and
eqnipman};l of armed vessels on the lakes and for abstaining from further
exertion there.

*To this delay no objection is entertained, provided such a provisional ar-
rangement is made as may accomplish the just objects which our Govern-
ments have in view. This arrangement, however, like the other, should be
equal, In the same spirit, therefore, I now propose the regulations stated in
my former note, to be adopted asa provisional arrangement. If your powers
authorize, and you approve those regulations, on being assured that you will
adopt a similar measure, an order will be immediately issued by Gov-
ernment for m&' them fully into effect.

* [f your powers do not extend to this object, but are confined exclusively
to the suspension of the further augmentation of the naval forece on the lakes,
I have then to observe that on receivln& from you a statement of the force
which your Government now has on the lakes, with an assurance that its
further angmentation shall be suspended. an order will be immediately issued
by this Government for confining the naval force of the United States there
strictly within the same limit.” * * #

Mr. %agot. replied the next day, August 13, 1818, practically closing thﬁ&ro-
visional arrangement tosuspend the further increase of the forces on the lakes,
by saying (Mr. Bagot to Mr. Monroe, August 13, 1816):

“For &ne same reasons which I have assigned in the letter which I had the
honor to address to you on the 6th instant, I conceive that I am not authorized
to make, even provisionally, any pr ment as to the exact manner in
which the respective naval forces upon the lakes shall be limited, as in any
such agreement, whether {:ermanenl: or provisional, reference must ﬁnﬂly

be had to t‘bﬁ ;rran%g?aen of a peace establishment and the ordinary
istration of s provinces.
f‘? a(:n not in Mmaemiangr a correctstatement of His esty’s naval force

now in commission upon the lakes, but I will take the earliest means of pro-
curing and communicating to you the most accurate information npon this
point; and I can in the meantime give you the assurance that all further aug-
mentation of it will be immediately suspended.”

Two points are to be borne in mind in examining the preceding corre-
spondence—that Mr. Bagot's powers, while explicit as to the subjects of ne-
gotiation, do not appear to have authorized him to conclude ang formal con-
vention as to either the agreement to mutually limit the naval forces on the
lakes or the pending questions in rd to the Newfoundland fisheries; and
that as to the latter question Mr. Monroe's negotiations with Mr. Bagot did
not result in any conventional agreement, the treaty of October 20, 1818, hay-
ing been in the end negotiated and signed at London by Mr. Gallatin and Mr.
Rush on behalf of the United States and Mr. Robinson and Mr. Goulburn on
bebalf of Great Britain as special plenipotentiaries. As has been said, no
record is found in the Department of State of the text of Mr. Bagot's or Mr.
Monroe's powers to negotiate on either of the subjects they considered; but
the internal t:kﬁdellzlyw t.g:, the ccu'r!a»;'[.\g‘l;.lmmtc;‘eI atxfhhanged, ﬁ well as the sgspe
eventml.ll en agmemem; res O 1] ree})ec Ye Armamen on
the Iakes.yi.ndlw.t-es that the powers of the ne%otiators in this regard did not
go ‘tmm asimple agreement or arrangement to that end and stopped short
of authority to conclude a formal treaty.
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» The matter rested in abeyance until the following November, probably
owing to Mr. Bagot having sought from the home Government, and not from
the é—itisb authorities in the provinces, the p; information in re
to the exact force then maintained by Great Britain on the lakes. Under
date of November 4, 1816, Mr, Bagot wrote to Mr, Monroe (Mr. Bagot to Mr.
Monroe, November 4, 1816):

“In conformity with the arrangement made between us in our corre-
spondence of the 12th and 13th of Augustlast, I have now the honor to inclose
to you an account of the actual state of His Majesty's nayal force npon the
lakes; and to uaint you that its further augmentation is suspended until
the sentiments of His esty's Government nFon the lpm ect contained in
your note of the 5th (2d) of August, and which 1 t: tted to Lord Castle-

h, are known.”

@ statement accompan this note showed twenty-eight vessels afloat
on the lakes (including Lake mplain), besides two T4-gun ships on the
stocks on Lake Ontario, and the *‘keel, stem, and sternpost of a frigate laid
down at the Isle aux Noix " on Lake Champlain. Of this formidable force,
thirteen were “laid up in ordinary,” one ** condemned as unfit for service,"”
one “hauled up in the mud and condemned likewise,” one used * for current
duties only, and unfit for actual service,” one * carr no guns,” and one
nst;gl{or tr; g stores, leaving an effective armed force of ten v
as follows:

On Lake Ontario: Prince Regent, 60 guns, in commission but unequipped,
being used merely as a bar or receiving ship; Montreal, 6 guns, in com-
asatransport on Lake Erie; Tecumseh, 4 guns; Newark, 4 guns; Huron,

1gun; Sauk, 1 gun. Used prinecipally as Tts.
On'Lake Huron: Confiance, 1 gun; Surprise,1 gun. Used for purposes of

transport only.
hEnLnkeChamp]aln-. A gunboat, 4 guns; a gunboat,3guns. Used as guard

ts,

On November 7,1818, Mr. Monroe replied, accepting Mr. Bagot's communi-
cation as in conformity to one of the r‘E.rogi)e1t:lnt:|:|.‘=4t.l:eremﬂ:u"a made on behalf
gléhe United States, and adding (Mr. Monroe to Mr. Bagot, November 7,

iz

*1 have now the honor to inclose to you an account of the actual state of
the naval furce of the United States on the lakes, and to assure you that
orders will be immediately Fhmn by this Government to prevent any ang-
mentation of it beyond the limit of the British naval force on those waters.”

The counter statement of the actual force of the United States on the
lakes is not yet found on record in the Department of State.

Here, again, the matter rested for a time, not, however, to Mr. Monroe's
satisfaction, for, under date of November 14, 1816, he wrote to Mr. Adams
(Mr. Monroe to Mr. Adams, November 14. 1816):

“The transfer of the neﬁftht.ion from London to this eity for the regula-
tion of the naval force on the lakes on each side, and the limited powers that
were given to Mr. Bagot, had much the :Elpeamoe that the object was to
amuse us rather than to adopt an{ effectual measure for that purpose. The
supply inthe interim of Canada with a vast amount of cannon and munitions
of war isa ci ce which has not esca; attention.”

Mr. Monroe's proposition of August 2, 1816, for a ific and eﬂual limita-
tion of the respective naval forces on the lakes did not take definite shape
until the spring of the ensuing year, when a formal agreement was entered
into by means of the d.i{l]lﬂmat c deviee kmown as an exchange of notes, on
the 28th and 29th of April, 1817. The notes so exchanged read as follows:

‘WASHINGTON, April 28, 1817

The undersigned, His Britannic Majesty’'s envoy extraordinary and min-
ister plenipotentiary, has the honor to acquaint Mr, Rush that, having laid
before His Majesty's Government the correspondence which last
year between the tary of the Department of State and the under-
signed upon the subject of a proposal to reduce the naval force of the re-
s|r)ecﬂve countries npon the American lakes, he has received the commands
of Hia Royal hness the Prince Regent to acquaint the Government of the

t His Royal Highness is willing to accede to thegmpoe;[tion
the undersigned by the tary of the Department of State in his
note of the 2d of August last.

His al Highness, acting in the name and on the behalf of His Majesty,
a that the naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes by

esty and the Government of the United States shall henceforth be con-
fined to the following vessels on each side; that is—

On Lake Ontario, to one vessel not exceeding 100 tons burden and armed
with one 18-pound cannon.

On the upper lakes, to two vessels not exceeding like burden each and
armed with like force.

On the waters of Lake Champlain, to one vessel not exceeding like burden
and armed with like force.

And His Royal Highness that all other armed vessels on these lakes
shall be forthwith dgmantlﬁj and that no other vessels of war shall be there
builé or armed. His Royal Highness further agrees that if either party
should hereafter be desirous of annulling this stipulation, and should give
notice to that effect to the other party, it shall cease to be Llnding after the
expiration of six months from the date of such notice.

he undersigned has it in command from His Royal Highness the Prince
Regent to acquaint the American Government that His Royal Highness has
issued orders to His Majesty’s officers on the lakes, directing that the naval
force so to be limited shall be restricted to such services as willin no respect
interfere with the proper duties of the armed vessels of the other party.

The undersigned has the honor to renew to Mr. Rush the assurances of his

highest i
S -y CHARLES BAGOT.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, April 29, 1817,

The nndeniﬁned, acting Secretary of State, has the honor to acknowledge
the receipt of Mr. Bagot's note of the 28th of this month, informing him that,
having l.nI.i)d before the Government of His Britannic Majesty the correspond-
ence which passed between the Secretary of State and self upon the sub-
ject of a pro to reduce the naval foree of the two countries upon the
American lakes, he has received the commands of His Royal Highness the
Prince Regent to inform this Government that His Royal Highness was will-
ing to accede to the proposition made by the Secretary of State in his note of

the 2d of August last.

The unde ed has the honor to express to Mr. Bagot the satisfaction
which the Prmigent- feels at His Royal Highness the Prince Regent’s hsvha:f
acceded to the proposition of this Government as contained in the note al-
luded to. And in further answer to Mr. ‘s note, the und s
direction of the President, has the honor to state that this Government, cher-
ishing the same sentiments ressed in the note of the 2d of A st, agrees
that the naval force to be tained upon the lakes by the Uni States
and Great Britain shall henceforth be confined to the following vessels on
each side; that is—

On Lake Ontario to 1 vessel not exceeding 100 tons burden, andarmed with

one 18-pound cannon. On the 'ﬁﬂ:er lakes to 2 vessels not ex the like
burden each, and armed with force, and on the waters of 2 Cham-
plain to 1 vessel not exceeding like burden and armed with like force.

And it that all other armed vessels on theselakesshall be forthwith
dismantled, and that no other vessels of war shall be there bailt or armed.
And it further ngees that if either party should hereafter be desirous of an-
nulling this stipulation and should give notice to that effect to the other party,
:::f aha::lh oeat?e to be binding after the expiration of six months from the

such notice.

The undersigned is also directed by the President to state that proper or-
ders will be forthwith issued by this Government to restrict the paval force
thus limited to such services as will in no.respect interfere with the proper
duties of the armed vessels of the other party.

The undersigned eagerly avails himself of this opportunity to tender to
Mr. Bagot the assurances of his distinguished considerati-n and reanact.

RICHARD RUSH.

The arrangement thus effected seems not to have suggested at the timne
any doubts as to its arity or efliciency or as to the entire competence
of the executive branch of the Government to enter into it and carry out its
terms.  Mr. Rush on April 30, 1817, sent to Mr. Crowninshield, the Secretary
of the Navy, a copy of his note of the preceding day to Mr. Bagot, which he
describies as **a stipulation which has n entered mto with the British Gov-
ernment relative to the reduction of the naval force upou the lakes,’ and, in
conformity with the President’s desire, requested the issnance by the Navy
Department of ** such orders as may be necessary for giving all the contem-
plated effect to the stipulation in question.” This was promptly done, and
on the 2d of May the Secretary of the Navy instructed the several naval com-
manders on Lake Erie and the upper lakes, Lake Ontario and Lake Cham-
plain, to confine the force in actual or occasional service within the limits
defined in the arrangement. Under these orders the schooner Lady of the
Lalke, 89 tons, was assigned to Lake Ontario, the smaller schooners Porcupine
and Ghent to the upper lakes. and the galley Allen to Lake Champlain,

It was not until nearly a year later that any uncertainty appears to have
arisen as to the character of the arrangement, snggesting that it might in
fact so far Partake of the nature of a foreign treaty as to call for the advice
and consent of the Senate. The occasion of this suggestion is not disclosed
by an examination of the correspondence on file in the De?nrtmemt of State
nor is any reference to the sn'tgect found in the Journals o C&Fmss fortha
session. Out of abhundant caution, in view of his constitutional relations to
the Senate in regard to matters of tomifn intercourse, President Monroe
communicated to that body on April 6, 1818, the eom:gondenee exchanged
on the subject of the naval armaments on the lakes, with the following mes-
sage:

To the Senate of the United States:

An arrangement having been made and concluded between this Govern-
ment and that of Great Britain, with respect to the naval armament of the
two Governments, respectively, on the lakes, I lay before the Senate a copy
of the correspondence upon that subject, including the stipulations mu-
tually agreed upon by the two parties. [ submit it to the consideration of
the Senate whether this is such an arrangement as the Executive is compe-
tent to enter into by the powers vested in it by the Constitution, or is such
a one as requires the ad and consent of the Senate, and in tha‘lattarcﬂm.
for their advice and consent, should it be approved.

JAMES MONROE.

ArniL 6, 1818

This message, with an accompanying selection of the dence on
the subject, is printed in the foﬁo collection of American State ﬁpcrs, Vol.
. page 2(2 et seq., as Document No. 3, Fifteenth Oong'-mas. first session.

Upon being mce&ved. in executive session, on Agerﬂ 6, 1818, the mem:f-eand
documents were read and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relationsto
consider and rt thereon. On April 13 Mr. Barbour, from that commit-
tee, reported a favorable resolution, as follows:

Se"R::o (liwd : e f m:‘.lm t to, th au'ransmn= mﬁmﬂ f: ).A Trl;ftlé%a

nate do approve of, and consen e en i)
and eonmlnac? in the President's message of the 6th of April, IHIB,Pbatwwﬂ
the United Statesand His Britannic Majesty, relative to the naval force of the
respective nations to be maintained on the lakes; and recommend that the
same be carried into effect by the President of the United States.”

It was read a second time and considered as in Committee of the Whole;
and no amendments having been proposed, it was reported, and ordered toa
third reading, on the ensuing Thursday, the 16th of April, when it was
Eg byt:ﬁhe unnnimon:t atﬂt!ilmaﬂv:e voﬁ ot}h 30 ffenatom It was fgrth‘eg ro ertzd

at aSem-em:g e Senate “‘lay the aforegoing resolution ore the
President of the United Btates.”

Following the nsual routine in such mseg:lt‘he arrangement was ratifled and
proelaimedt:{nthe President on April 24, 1818, the specific stipulations of the
agreement g extracted from the correspondence ex between Mr.
Rush and Mr. Bagot the year before, and embodied in the text of the procla-
mation, as follows:

“BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

‘“Whereas an arrangement was entered into at the cit%of Washington, in
the month of April, in the year of our Lord 1817, between Richard Rush, esq.
at that time acting as Secretary for the De: nt of State of the United
States, for and in behalf of the Government of the United States, and the Right
Hon. Charles t, His Britannic Msiastgs envoy extraordinary and -
ister plenipoten , for and in behalf of His Britannic Majesty, which ar-
rangement is in the words following, to wit:

***The naval force to be maintained ugm the American lakes by His -
esty and the Government of the United States shall henceforth be confin
to the following vessels on side, that is—

“*On Lake Ontario, to one vessel, not exceeding 100 tons burden, and armed
with one 18-pound cannon.

**On the ;j:gper lakes, to two vessels, not exceeding like burden each, and
armed with like force. )

“+On the waters of Lake Champlain, to one vessel, not exceeding like bur-
den, and armed with like force.

'+ All otherarmed vessels on thoselakes shall be forthwith dismantled and
no other vessels of war shall be there huilt or armed.

“+If either party should be hereafter desirous of annulling this stipulation,
and should give notice to that effect to the other pnrtgo, it shall cease to be
binding after the expiration of six months from the date of such notice.

bz Tﬁe naval force so to be limited shall be restricted to such service as will
intlh no reegsc‘t. interfere with the proper duties of the armed vessels of the
other i

“Almgems the Senate of the United States have approved of the said
arrang tandr ded that it should be earried into effect, the same
having also received the sanction of His 1 Highness the Prince Regent,
acting in the name and on the behalf of His Britannic esty;

“Now, therefore, I, James Monroe, President of the United States, do, by

thiis my sttilo:hma known ?fs declm’:i utll?t the Mmiﬁ mem::z“Ii afore-
tion thereof, been entered concluded,
oy ev:&.yand‘isortullfamnnﬂaﬂ'ac&

and confirm
“@iven under my hand, at the city of Washington, this 28th day of April,
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in the year of our Lord 1818, and of the independence of the United States the

for
3 “JAMES MONROE.
“ By the President:
“JorN QUINCY ADAMS, Secretary of State.”

This proclamation was not published in the collection of Statutes at Large
until some forty years later, when it ap in company with a number
of similarly belated proclamations. (Statutes, XTI, 766.)

Although the proclamation recites that the arrangement in addition to

the approval of the Senate had “also received the sanction of His Royal
Highness the Prince Regent, acting in the name and on the behalf of His
Britannic Majesty,"” no record isfound of any communication of such ratify-
ing sanction to the Government of the United States, or any declaration
otger than that contained in Mr. Bagot's note to Mr. Rush of 4551-]111 18, 1818.
No trace of any confirmatory order in council is found in the Bri printed
collections, ang no evidence exists that the arrangement received on the
part of Great Britain the formalities nsua]lg accorded to atreaty. The 011117
publication of it in the British and Foreign State Papers is on pages 1200, 1201,
volume 5, 1817-18, where the President's proclamation is textually repro-
duced. The proclamation does not ﬂpﬁm‘ even to have y com-
municated to the British minister, Mr. t, by the Secretary of State.
* It seems evident, therefore, that at no e during the negotiations or at
its completion did the arrangement in question take the shape of a formal
international freaty. As between the United States and Great Britain it
never passed beyond the stage of an reement by exchange of notes, to
which each party proceeded to give effect in the manner permitted or pre-
seribed in its own gomestics here of action. The procedure of the Senatein
advising and consenting to g:‘ and of the President in proclaiming it, was
wholly munici No exchange of ratifications took place. The agreement
became effective, by means of executive orders on each side, from the date
of the original exchange of notes.

It may Easroper here to observe that the resort of an exchange of diplo-
matic notes often sufficed, without any further formality of ratification
or exchange of ratifications, or even of ?roehmation, toeffect purposes more
usually accomplished by the more comgeex machinery of treaties. A strikin
g-lﬁat of this is found in the relations between the United States and Grea

itain.

On December 9, 1850, in a conference held at the foreign office in London
between the United Btates minister, Abbott Lawrence, and Lord Palmer-
ston, it was agreed that the Canadian territory of Horse-shoe Reef, in the
Niagara River, should be ceded to the Uni States for the purpose of
erecting a light-house thereon. A memorandum, or protocol, of this agree-
ment, was drawn up and signed by Mr. Lawrence and d Palmerston. On
receipt of this protocol, Mr. Webster, Jannary 17, 181 instructed Mr. Law-
rence to *address a note to the British secre of state for foreign affairs,
acquainting him that the arrangement refe tois approved by this Gov-
ernment.” Mr. Lawrence did so on the 10th of February, 1851, and the ac-
know ent of his note by the British secretary of state closed the trans-
action. No ratification occurred on either side. Coh%raea a.pg: riated
money for the erection of a light-house, which was t; and the United
States thus possesses and exercises full jurisdiction over territory acquired
by cession from a foreign power without a treaty.

Another instance occurred with Spain in 1871. Negotiations had been
pending for more than a year at Madrid for the settlement of certain claims
of eitizens of the United States on account of wrongs and injuries committed
by the authorities of Spain in the island of Cuba. An understanding as to

@ basis of settlement having been suceessive steps in conference
and by correspondence, General Sickles,on February 11, , addressed to
the Spanish minister of state, Don Cristino Martos, a note formulating his
understanding of the agreement. Seflor Martos replied, Februarg 12, 1871,
by simply acknowledging receipt of General Sickles’s statement, and adding,
*I take pleasure in informing you that I entirely concur in the contracts of
the said memorandum.” No treaty, or protocol even, was signed by the em-

owered representatives, and no exchange of ratification or proc{amn_ tion
kplace. The settlement was reported to Congress forits information, ap-
propriations were voted to carry on the arbitration, an international com-
mission was o , and after nearly twelve years of labor, during which
140 cases were examined, awards {fgnmat 8 were made to the amount of
1,203,450 55, and duly paid to the United States, all this being accomplished
¥ & mere exchange of notes.

In the two instances thus cited the arrangements entersd into were not
self-executing within the normal functions of the executive branch of the
Government, but required legislation and appropriation by Congress to carry
them into effect, as, indeed, they would have required had the engagements
taken the form of a treaty, ratified on both sides and duly exchanged and
proclaimed on both sides. The arrangement of 1817 for the mutual! reduction
and restriction of the respective armed naval forces on the Great Lakes was
self-executory, requiring neither legislation nor appropriation at the time to
render it effective on the part of either the Unite& States or Great Bri
As has been seen, the executive orders of the Secretary of the Navy sufficed
for full compliance with its terms for a year after itsadoption. The existing
le tiou gave to the Secre of the Navy ample discretion as tothe force
to be employed on the lakes, eappropriations for the maintenance of such
force were general in their terms.

By the act of June 12, 1878, there was appropriated “For the construction
and repair of certain vessels on the lakes, in the service of Government,
and the ps¥ and subsistence of the officers and crews of the same, sl&'a‘lll."

Btatutes, I, 6f.) By the act of March 3, 1813, supplementary to the act for
creasing the Navy, in view of pending hostilities with Great Britain, the
President was * authorized to have built, or procured, such a number of sloo
of war, or other armed vessels, to be manned. equipped, and commissioned,
as the publie service may require, on the lakes.” (gtat-u IL A2l.) Bythe
additional appropriation act of April 18,1814, it was e “That the sum
of 2625,000 be, and the same is hereby, appropriated for the purpose of de-
fraying the “Ii‘,;'ms which have been or may be incurred in building and
equipping vessels of war on Lakes Ontario an Ch.am?nlnin." to be paid out of
ce n designated or available appropriations. (Statutes, 1390.)

Immediately npon the exchange and proclamation of the treaty of Ghent,
'b{‘lv;hich peace was restored, it was provided, by the act of February 27, 1815,
“That the President of the United States be, and he hereby is, anthorized to
cause all the armed vessels thereof on the lakes, except suc’i: as he may deem
necessary to enforce the proper execution of the revenue laws, to be sold or
laid up, as he may judge most conducive to the public interest; such vessels
being first diwmecf of their armament, tackle, and furniture, which are tobe
carefully preserved.” (Statutes, I11, 217.) At the time, therefore, of the ar-
rangement of 1817 the force to be maintained by the United States upon the
lakes was discretional with the Executive. Nor was this discretion impaired
by sncceeding legislation. A still further reduction of the lake force was
permitted by the act of March 8, 1835, which authorized the President “to
cause to be sold, at such time and in such manner as he shall judge best for
the public interest, * * * thewholeof the public vessels upon ﬁkea Erie,
Ontario, and Champlain, except the ships of the line New Orleans and Chi
{gzlwi:, now on the stocks under cover at Sacketts Harbor.” (Statutes, IV,

The earliest I tion in any way confirmatory or recognitory of the ar-
ment of 1817 is found in the actof September 9, 1841, which appropri-
a * For the construction or armament of such armed steamers or of ves-
sels for defense on the northwestern lakes asthe President may think proper
and as may be authorized by the existing stipulations between this and the
British Government, §100,000."" (Statutes, V, 460.) It thus appears that dur-
ing the first fifty years of national 1 tion the number, character, and
distribution of the naval vessels of the United States on the Great Lakesand
Lake Cham was left by Congress to the discretion of the President,
within the [imits of appropriations actually made.

A similar discretion appears to have been exercised by the British Govern-
ment. Noexact statement of the assignment of British naval vessels for
service on the lakes is found of record other than the list communicated by
Mr. ot to Mr. Rush, November 4, 1816, which, as a maximum of force, con-
sidera exceeded the su uent assignment of the United States war ves-
sels by the Secretary of the Navy after the conclusion uf the arrangement of
1817. It would seem that the respective naval forces on the lakes remained
in substantial equilibrinm for mnng years thereafter. At any rate itisun-
likely that the force of the United States should have been allowed to degen-
erate, even tothe extent of almost complete disappearance, under the au-
thority of the act of March 3, 1825, above quoted, if the British force had not
ke}ht pace with it in decline. Indeed, as will hereafter be seen, an officer so
well qualified as General Brady, by reason of his important command on the
northeastern frontier, did not know, in 1840, that any understanding whatso-
ever existed between the United States and Great tain regulating their

ve naval forces on the lakes.
IL

In 1838 attention was particu!arlgﬂdrawn to the subject of the lake arma-
ments by the occurrence of disturbances in Canada and thea, hension of
organized hostilities against the authority of the Crown on the part of the
so-called “ Canadian Patriots.” Alarmed at their strength, and desirous of
taking more effective steps to ?srotect the long and exposed lake frontiers of
Canada from attack, the British Government began to increase its naval
force on the lakes. Prior to 1838 noBritish armed vessel had been maintained
above Detroit during many years, while the force on Lakes Erie and Ontario
Was s and uate with the apprehended danger.

In the month of January, , a considerable number of the *Canadian

triots™ ed possession of Navy Island (belonging to Canada), in the
Niagara River. whence to make a descent upon the opposite Canadian shore.
The British authorities hired two or three lake schooners and armed and
manned them for the purpose of f.rustrating_ghe threatened invasion. These
vessels do not appear to have emer, m the river into Lake Erie as
cruisers while so armed and manned, but to have been discharged as soon as
that ticular danger had passed away. Later,in the summer and autumn
of 1838, the anthorities in Upper Canada employed one or more armed steam-
ers, hired for the purpose and manned with a certain number of troops, to
cruise on Lake Erie inst apprehended incursions from the United States
shores by the “ patriots.” And after the burning of the British merchant
steamer Sir Robert Peel, on the St. Lawrence, in 1 and up to the close of
navigation in that year, the Canadian authorities employed several hired
steamers, hesides es, all armed and manned, cruising against parties of
the ‘*Canadian Patriots,” principally on the St. Lawrence River, but, as
would seem. at times emerging w‘n the Canadian waters of Lake Ontario.
(Report of General Scott to the Becretary of War, March 23, 1840.)

In view of these defensive armaments being in excess of those permitted
by the arrangement of 1817, Mr. Forsyth, then SBecretary of State, in tha%:t-
ter part of invited the British minister, Mr. Fox, to & personal inter-
view, and called his attention to the disregard by Her Maj%.;ty‘s colonial

aunthorities of the conventional arrangement between the two countries as to
the extent of their respective naval armaments upon the lakes. Subse-
quently Mr. Fox addressed to the Secretary of State the following note:

W asHINGTON, November 25, 1835,

S1r: I am informed by Her Majesty's authorities in Upper and Lower
Canadsa that, in consequence of the unlawful and piratical acts of hostility to
which these provinces are at present exposed, it has been found necessary to

nip under the British flag a more extensive naval armament npon the
fﬁmﬂ and rivers which include the boundary line between the British and
American ions, than either Government would be authorized to main-
tain according to the stipulations of the convention of 1817.

I certainly do not a];ilprebend that any objection inst this proceeding is
likely to be raised on the partof the United States. But, in order to prevent
the possibility ¢f misapprehension in any quarter, I think it ex ent to
assure you that the armament is equipped for the sole purpose, as above ex-
p Jof guardmg' Her Majesty's provinces against a manifest and acknowl-
edged danger; and 1t will be discontinued at the earliest possible period after
the causes which now create that danger cease to exist.

I bave the honor to be, with great respect and consideration, sir, your
most obedient and humble servant, TNy

This note does not appear to have been answered or even acknowledged by
Mr. Forsyth. Itisprobable that, with the close of navigation in the St. Law-
rence and the cessation during the winter of active operations by the ** Cana-
dian Patriots,” the immediate necessity of formal action upou the British
request, either by acquiescing in the dpmposed_ augmentation of the Cana-
dian naval force on lakes, or by denying it as incompatible with the
existing stipulations, had .. In fi according toare of General
Scott, the season of 1839 was * a tranquil one,’” and hedid not hear of a single
armeg gs‘ﬁlts‘lil]z ]vesael on Lake Erie. (General Scott to the Secretary of War,

This fact. coupled with the assurance given 'bsr Mr. Fox that the extraor-
dinary armaments resorted to in 1838 would be discontinued at the earliest
possible period after the canses which had created the danger should have
ceased to exist, may explain Mr. Forsyth’'s silence until the antumn of 1539,
when he “ made known, verbally, to Mr. Fox that, the causes assigned in his
note no longer existing, the President expected t the British armament
upon the lakes would be placed upon the footing prescribed by the conven-
tion. Mr. Fox engaged to communicate without delay to his Government
the substance of the conversation between them, and expressed his own con-
viction that, if the winter then ensuing passed without renewed attempts to
disturb the tranquillity of the Canadas, there could be no sufficient motive
for either Government maintatninﬁr force beyond that authorized by the
f&%vention of 1817." (Report of Mr. Forsyth to the President, M 13,

L)

The movements set on foot by the * Canadian Patriots,” who at times di-
rected theiroperations from the territory of the United States or took refuge
therein after defeat or when menaced by a superior force, had come to an
end in 1839, and in his annual message to Congress, December 2, Mr. Van
Buren stated that “there is every reason to believe that disturbances like
those which lately agitated the neighboring British provinces will not
prove the sources of border contentions or interpose ol les to the continu-
ance of that good understanding which it is the mutual interest of Great
Britain and the United States to preserve and maintain.” He added:

“On a review of the occurrences on both sides of the line it is satisfactory
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to reflect that in almost every complaint against our country the offense may
be traced toim ts from the provinces who havesought refuge here. In
the few instances in which they were aided by citizens of the United States,
the acts of these misguided men were not only in direet contravention of the
laws and well-known wishes of their own Government, but met with the de-
cided disapprobation of the people of the United States. Iregret tostate the
agpemnoe of a different spirit among Her Majesty's subjects in the Canadas.
esentiments of hostility to our people and institutions which have been so
frequently expressed there, and the dEzregnrd of our rights which have been
manifested on some omonsa have, Iam son;; to say, been applanded and
encouraged by the people, and even by some of the local authorities of the
rovinces, e chief officers in Canada fortunately have mot entertained

@ same feeling, and have probably prevented excesses that must have been
fatal to the peace of the two countries.”

‘Whether moved by the hostile spirit of resentment for grievances, to
Avhich President Van Buren alludes, or by the lesson taught by the events of
the t year and by the conscionsness that the exposed and undefended
condition of the Canadian lake and river frontier might invite renewed dis-
turbance of public tranquillity by the *Canadian Patriots™ and their adher-
ents, it is certain that ge military ngsratlous took place in Canada
during the spring of 1838 and far into . Some 13.000 fresh troops were
sent to Canada. i?‘ort William Henry, at Kingston; Fort Wellington, oppo-
gite Ogdensburg; Fort Mississanga, nearly facing Fort Niagara: and the forti-
fications on the Canadian shores and at the approaches to the 8t. Clair River,
were strengthened, and extensive barracks erected at various points. In
naval matters, too, activity was shown in the building of & Government
steamer at Niagara City, in the purchase of two steamboats from citizens of
Buffalo for service on Lake Erie, and in the building of a steamer on Lake
Ontario. Rumors of other military preparationsand of the huﬂd{sﬁ of other
armed vessels on the lakes were rife, and the attitude of the British authori-
ties in Canada seemed to menace the United Btates by a display of force
much greater than any on the American side.

These conspicaous greparations naturally attracted considerable attention
in the public mind and in Congress, Upon motion of Mr. Crary, on March 9,
1840, the Honse of Representatives— )

* Resolved, That the President of the United States be requested to com-
municate to this House, if compatible with the public service, whether the
Government of Great ‘Britain have expressed to the Government of the
United States a desire to annul the arrangement entered into between
the two Governments in the month of April, 1817, respecting the naval force
to be maintained ugcm the American lakes; and t}_mt. if said arrangements be
not annulled, whether there has been any violation of the same by the au-
thorities of Great Britain.” ,

A resolution introduced by Mr. Doty, calling for information as to “new
mihtu-i works bn:du%l constructed an ﬁm';uned with regunlar and militia
troops by the English Government on that (Canadian) frontier,” was at the
same time debated and tabled under the rule. A more comprehensive reso-
lution was moved by Mr. Fillmore, and adopted by the House on the 6th of
April following, requesting the President to communicate ** any information
in ion of the executive department showing the military preparation
of Great Britain, by introducing troops into Canada or New Brunswick, or
erecting or repairing fortifications on our northern and northeastern boun-
dary, or by preparing naval armaments on any of the great northern lakes
or the waters connected with them, and what preparations, if any, have been
made by this Government to put the United States, and especially the north-
ern and northeastern frontiers, in a posture of defense against Great Britain
in ‘case of war.”

These several resolutions called torth three m in reply, all bearing
on the guestion of the armament on the lakes. The first, under date of
March 28, 1840, responded to the resolution of March 9, and transmitted the
above-cited note from the British minister, Mr. Fox, of November 25, 1838, as
being ** the only communication on file in this (the State) Department on the
subject.” With the report of the Secretary of State was transmitted a re-
port from the Secretary of War, communicating the re?ort above mentioned
of Major-General Scott of March 23, 1840, on the general subject of the arma-
ment on the lakes in connection with the measures of defense adopted in 1838

nst the movements of the * Canadian Patriots.” (House Ex. . No. 163,
wenty-sixth Congress, first session.)

Another memia in re?anse to the same resolution of March 9, 1840, was
sent to the House by the President on the 20th June following. accompanied

a report from the Secretary of War, conveyinga special report from Gen.

xander Macomb, dated June 28, 1840, in relation to the British naval prep-
arations. (House Ex. Doc. No. 248, Twenty-sixth Congress, first session.)
Another m was sent in by President Van Buren, onthe same day as the
1ast, June 29, 1840, in response to the resolution of April 6,in regard to the re-
ported military armaments of the British Government on the northern and
northeastern mtier, communicating in like manner a report of the Secre-
tary of War and a detailed statement from General Macomb. (House Ex.
Doc. No. 246, Twenty-sixth Congress, first session.) These three messageare
annexed hereto for more convenient reference.

Although it thus appeared that the Government of Great Britain had not
in fact manifested any desire to annul the arrangement of April, 1817, and
that the axtraord{nar%serensiva measures in 1538 had been mareiy tempo-
rary, and had been abandoned when the immediate occasion thereof had
ceased, it continued to be the general feeling of Congress that steps were
necessary, in view of the vexatious occurrences of the t years, to

al:rnngthen the military and naval defenses of the United States against the
possibility of troubles arising with Great Britain, The Journals of Congress
at that time teem

with resolutions of 1111;‘;113 and bills introduced looking to
the adoption of defensive measures on the lakes and along the sea

well. The country was ﬁmnczall{ prosperous, and the
were an incentive to expenditures for national protection. disposition
found expression in the fortification bill, which later became an act, Septem-
ber 9, 1841, The debates upon the measure show that the condition of the
lake defenses at considerable attention in view of the measures lately
taken and then reported to be in progress on the Canadian side.

On Au stikuls-!L Senator Allen, of Ohio, moved an amendment to the
fortifica bill, for the construction or armament of armed steamers, or
other vessels for defense, on the Northwestern lakes. This prggosition was
debated at some length on the day of its introduction and on the following
day. Mr. Allen explained that he had not offered it with a view to benefit
any particular section of the country, but that, having understood the
Br{tish had two armed steamers on rie, he ** thought armed steamers
weare necessary to watch armed steamers.” Mr. Evans referred to the ex-
isting arrangement as prohibiting the construction of armed vessels by
either power on the lakes. Mr. Woodbridge said he was not aware that the
British Government had violated the treaty in this respect;: that during the
troubles of the recent insurrection that Government had employed vessels
to assist in putting it down, but he had understood it was with the assent of
our own Government this was done.

Mr. Allen maintained that his amendment was demanded * for the defense
of Lake Erie and for the purpose of making our force equal to that of the
British Government, whose steamers were cruising about our coast, Jn'yégf
into its exposed parts.” Mr. Preston regarded the project as wild and inefli-

as
m{g};&s revenues

cient. Mr. Allen at length consented to m his amendment, to provide
for the construction or armament of such vessels on the Northwestern lakes
as the President might think most proper, and as should * be authorized b
the existing stipulations between this and the British Government;" in whic.
form the amendment was ado , and it eventually became part of the forti-
fication act of September 9, 1841. (Statutes, V, 460.) :

Very shortly after the passage of that act Mr. Webster formally brought
the matter of the ragorted increase of the British armament on the lakes to
the attention of Mr. Fox, Her esty's minister, by a note dated September
25, 1841, in which, after recitingj::n o terms of the agreement of 1817, and the
communication add: to by Mr. Fox on November 25, 1538, he said
(Mr. Webster to Mr. Fox, September 25, 1841):

* The Government of the United States, being thus assured thatthe arma-
ment of which information was thus given, was for a special and temporary
purpose, did not consider your communication as notice of the intention on
the %art of your Government to abundon the arrangement of 1817.

. “We are now informed that two large steam vessels fitted for warlike sery-
ice, of 400 or 500 tons burden, and capable of carrying fifteen or twenty guns,
are built, partially equipped, and ren.dy to receive ordnance, and now lie at
Chippewa. The Government of the United States does not allow itself to
doubt that the object of this preparation is purely defensive, and intended
only to guard against attacks like that of 1833; but as far as it exceeds the
amount of force which either Government is permitted to maintain, by the
stipulations of 1817, it seems proper to call the attention of the British Gov-
ernment to the eubject, to the end that both parties may have a clear under-
standing uponit. It is hoped, therefore, that if no: already instrocted re-
specting the object of the armament you will inquire at the proper source,
to the end that you m{ be able to grve_ explicit assurances to tl?iu Govern-
ment that these vessels of war, if. unhappily, it shall be fonnd nucessarg] to use
them at all, will be confined to the sole and precise purpose of guarding Her
Ma’iiesty"s provinces against hostile attacks.”

wo months having passed without any res e from the British minis-
ter, Mr. Webster addressed Mr. Fox anew and even more formally on the
guﬁject on the 20th of November. His note may conveniently be quoted in

il
DEPARTMEST OF STATE,
Washington, 29th November, 1841,

HexRY 8. Fox, Esq., ete.:

The undersigned, Secretary of State of the United States, has the honor of
calling the attention of Mr. Fox, Her Britannic Ma, est{‘senvoyextrmrdl
and minister ?‘lenipotentmry. toaletter a.ddrewae«i. to him by the nndersjtgn
on the 25th of September last, on the subject of two steam vessels of war
which were understood to be built or purchased and in the process of equip-
ment, at Chippewa, in Canada, and resl?ectfuﬁy to invite as early a ree];l{ to
that letter as Mr. Fox'sinformation and instructions may enable him to give.
It was the object of the convention of 1817 to prevent, both on the part of the
United States and England, the necessity of maintaining expensive naval ar-
maments on the lakes, to place the parties on a footing of perfect equality,
and to remove causes of jealousy and apprehension on the borders, on the
conclusion of the war, by a mutual agreement to disarm on both sides, so far
as the waters of the lakes were concerned.

It is obvious that a rigid compliance with the terms of the convention by
both parties can alone accomplish the pu intended by it. The conven-
tion interdicted the 'bnildinﬁ_ as well as the equipment of vessels of war be-
yond the fixdd limit. The United States have not been disposed to make
complaint of the temporary deviation from this agreement by the British
Governmentin 1838, under what was supposed to be a case of clear and urgent
necessity for present self-defense. But it can not be expected that either

arty shonld acquiesce in the preparation by the other of naval means beyond
he limit fixed in the stipulation, and which are of a nature fitting them for
offensive as well as defensive use upon the ground of a vague and indefinite
s‘\v;:ﬁrehension of future danger. The undersigned doubts not that Mr. Fox

ill see the great importance as well as the great delicacy of this subject.
Having thus again ed Mr, Fox'sattention to it, the undersigned concludes
by oh;er'ving that the United States can not consent toany inequality in regard
to the strictness with which the conveuntion of 1817 is to be observed by the
parties, whether with respect to the amount of naval force or the time of its
pre tion or equipment. The reasons for this are obvious, and must im-
m tely force themselves npon Mr. Fox's consideration.

The undersigned avails of this occasion, ete.

DAN'L WEBSTER.

Mr. Fox replied on the following day, November 30, 1841, giving the desired
assurance that the vessels of war in service on the lakes had been equipped
“for the sole pu of E‘z)a.rding Her eﬁt{ga%mvmcea against hostile
attack.” His reply may also be given in full, as t‘l{g upon the subsequent
question of the termination of the arrangement of 1817:

WABHINGTON, November 30, 1841,

S1r: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of yester-
day’s date, in which, referring to a previous communication addre: tome
on the 25th of last Sepmmbergou call my attention officially to the naval
zgmamenn at present employed by Her jesty's authorities on the Cana-

ian lakes.

I was under the impression that at an informal conversation which oe-
curred at the period of your addressing me the first of these communieca-
tions I had sufficiently explained to you that I considered the statement con-
tained in my official letter to Mr. omét].lh of the 25th of November, 1838,
upon the subject of the increased British armament then fitting out upon
the lakes, as applying equally to the circumstances of the present time, it
being unfortunately n ous that Her Majesty's provinces are now, as
then, threatened with hostile incursion by combinations of armed men un-
lawfully organized and prepared for war within the frontier of the United
States; and it being found by experience that the efforts of the United States
Government, though ted in faith to suppress those unlawful com-
binations, are not attended with the wished-for success.

I shall refer the communications which you have addressed to me to Her
Majesty's Government at home, with the view of learning the pleasure of
Her Majesty's Government in regard fo the continuance or annulment, after
due notice, of the convention of 1817; and in the meantime I have no difficulty
in giving you the assurance which in your letter of the 25th of SBeptember you
state the United States Government desires to receive, that the British ves-
se%s of war no;v servépg %1 thf{ alj)m‘.tts.dia.n laiigs have beenhggtﬂpp?gnggr the
sole purpose of guarding Her esty’s provinces against @a 7

I avail myself of this occasion, ete., S FOX

This phase of the matter then terminated, and no record is found of any
communication, as foreshadowed by Mr. Fox, of the pleasure of Her Majesty's
%?;ernment touching the continuance or annulment of the arrangement of

Soon after the passage of the fortifications act of 1841, and in execution of
the anthority therein given to the President to build and equip war vessels
for service on the lakes, the Secretary of the Navy initiated steps for the
construction of an iron steamer for service on the upper lakes, and during
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the next two years there was constructed at Pittsburg the side-wheel bark
Michigan, which was removed in sections to Erie and there completed and
ﬂnatega& the summerof 1844. Her registered tonnage was 498, and her arma-
ment then consisted of two 8-inch guns and four 82-pound carronades. This
drew forth a remonstrance from the British Government. -

Under date of July 23, 184, Mr. Packenham, Her Majesty's minister, ad-
dressed Mr. Calhoun, representing that at that moment the naval armament
of the United States on the lakes greatly exceeded that to which the two
countries reciprocally restricted themselves by the agreement of 1817, espe-
cially in regard to number and caliber of guns, as to which he instanced re-
cent advertisements for ordnance supplies for service on the lakes, calling
for a number of &-pound chambered cannon and ammunition for the same,
while the ent only permitted the use of 18-pounders. Mr. Packenham
admitted that as a fact, not long before, when the Canadian provinces were
threatened with invasion b{parties unlawfully o ed within the United
States, Great Britain had, in her own defense, maintained a naval force on
the lakes in excess of the stipulations of the agreement of 1817, but an expla-
nation had been given of the necessity of that departure from the exisugg
engagement which bad appeared to satisfy the Government of the Unit
States, and when a change in the attitude and disposition of the ple on
the frontier had become sufficiently evident to permit a feeling of security

st m the British force had been reduced to the prescribed lim-
its. He added:

* At the present moment thereare happily no circumstances on either side
to justify or require any departure from the strict fulfillment of that agree-
ment, and it therefore mes by all means desirable that it should be ful-

ed to the letter by both the contracting parties.” .

In view of all this, Mr. Packenham stated the desire of Her Majesty's
Government * to receive satisfactory explanation as to the intentions of the
United States (Government with reference to the fulfillment of the agree-
ment of 1517, The answer of Mr. Calhoun, under date of September 5, 1844,
merely acknowledges Mr. Packenham's note as having been promptly re-
fel-l‘edY for consideration to the Secretary of the Navy, and transmits a copy
of the Navy Department’s reply.

Secretary Mason’s letter, under date of September 4, 1844, states that he
is mot aware that the United States naval force on Ontario and Huron
exceeds that to which the United States and Great Britain reciprocally
restricted themselves by the agreement of 1817. As to Lake Erie, one
steamer, the Michigan, had been constructed, under authorit{ of the act of
September 9, 1841, and was then lying at Erie completed, with her armament
on board, ready for a cruise. In consequence of the remonstrance of Her
Britannic Majesty'sministerthe commander of the Michigan had been ordered
not to leave the port of Erie on a cruise until further orders. Mr. Mason's
letter goes on to say (Mr. Mason o Mr. Calhoun, September 4, 184):

*You will perceive that the orders were given for the construction of this
vessel at a time when the British Government had in commission a larger
force than that authorized by the agreement of Agrll. 1817; but there is noth-
ing on the records of the Department to show that there wasa pu of
disre, ing the restrictions of that a ment. [ have reason to believe
that Her Majesty’s Government has s commission on the northwestern
lakes a much larger force, both in number and tonnage, than that authorized

the agreement. I transmit copies of two letters received on that subject.
vessels mentioned in the letter of Passed Midshipman Lambert as in
commission and commanded h{uﬂicem of the rorrs.l mgaara borne on the
navy list of the royal navy published authority of admiralty, and
although they are repo: to be pierced for a larger number of guns, they
appear by the list to mount only one gun each. But the restriction is as im-
perative as to tonnage and number as to armament. It is wmh{ of remark
that at the date of the ment between the two Governments steamers
were in use to a very limited extent as passenger vessels, and perhaps not at
all as ships of war. The restriction as to tonns% would probably not have
been adopted if their use had been anticipated. No effective steamer for any
purgoso. it is believed, would be built of a tonnage of 100 tons. =~

] wonld respectfully suggest that this c eration would justify a re-
vision of the agreement on the subject, and also that if it is conside that
the British vessels are notinconsistent with the agreement 13 reason of the
armament being limited to one gun each, the armament of the steamer
Michigan can be readily reduced to that number.”

The accompanying reports mentioned by Secretary Mason are indefinite.
Lieutenant Parmelee learns that there is a powerful British steamer, * with
her armament taken out,” at Penetanguashia, on Lake Huron, while Passed

Midshipman Lambert reports the recent launch at Kingston of a wooden
steamer, the Cherokee, of some 600 tons, capable of being fitted for service in
twelve days, and able to mount from 16 to 24 guns; the presence in commis-
sion at Toronto of the iron steamer Mohawk, rated at from 4 to 6 guns; the
schooner Montreal, on Lake Ontario, and on the upé)ar lakes the iron steamer
Minus and the schooner Experiment, both commanded by officers of the royal
DAVY.

This report of the Secretary of the Navy is both suggestive and valuable,
because expressly noting the t chnng? of circnmstances that had taken
place on the lakes between 1817 and 1844, the substitution of iron for wood in
steamer building, and the advance in ordnance and armament. His propo-
sition for a revision of the agreement to adagt it to more modern exigencies
does not appear to have been followed up, and correspondence on the general
st:béect ceased for many years.

It was next revived by a formal inguiry addressed by Lord Napier to Mr,
Cass on April 8, 1857, from which it appears that the presence of the Michi-
gan in the npper lakes, which had passed unnoticed during the thirteen pre-
ceding years, had attracted renewed attention. He wrote as follows (Lord
Napier to Mr. Cass, A&rﬂ 9, 1857):

*In conformity with the directions of the Earl of Clarendon, I have the
honor to solicit your attention to a subject affecting the execution of the
treaty of 1817 between Great Britain and the United States for the regula-
tion of the establishments of the two countries on the lakes.

**It has been submitted to Her Majesty's Government by the governor of
Canada that an American armed vessel, gualified as a revenue cruiser, liesin
the Detroit River, from which it makes frequent excursions into all the ac-
cessible lakes. This ship was alleged to be of the burden of 800 tons, custom-
house measurement, and to be furnished with a 68-pound Paixhan gun, di-
mensions and armament inconsistent with the terms of the treaty above
mautéoned. which sanctions vessels of 100 tons only, armed with one 18-
pounder. .

* These circ‘umstanoeshavin‘gn]:]een broughtto the knowledaﬁe of Mr. Dallas
by the Earl of Clarendon, the American minister was enabled to state to his
lordship that the vessel in question, by name the Michigan, was armed only
with an 18-pound gun, but that she was of a greater measurement than is
compatible with the provisions of the convention.

**In making this communication to you on the part of Her Majesty's Gov-
ernment, [ venture to suggest to you the expediency of further inquiry, in
order that measures may be taken for the correction of any en
the engagements of 1817 which may have occurred.”

Norecord is found of any written reply on the part of Mr.Cass. The min-
ister’s inquiry, and his pointed exception to the qualification of the
steamer at Detroit as a “‘revenue cruiser,” and his im; claim that the

amg}oyn_mnt of revenue cutters, as distinet from naval vessels, fell under the
prohibitions of the agreement of 1817, may indeed have been embarrassing in
view of the fact that the United States maintained two small revenue
cutters on the lakes for some years before, and at that time the building of
other and smaller cutters for that service, in replacement of those then exist-
hif‘ was authorized l:g existing law. Section 2 of the sundry civil appropri-
ation act of August 18, 1856, provided:

“That the Secreta.rg of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized to
cause to be sold at public auction the revenue cutter Ingham, now stationed
at Detroit, and the Harrison, now stationed at Oswego, and in lieu thereof
to cause to be built six cutters for the protection the revenue on the
lakes of the burden of about 50 tous each; and that the snm of $5,000 be, and
the same is hereby, appropriated for said purpose, out of any moneyin the
Tli.:asury u::ot otherwise appropriated, in addition to the proceeds of the sale
above antho A

Lord Napier's note having been referred to the Secretary of the Treasury,
Mr. Cobb rgp].ieﬂ. April 13, lgﬁT. that * there are no revenue cutters stationed
on either of the lakes. The steamer Michigan, referred to in the communi-
cation of Lord Napier, is a naval vessel, under the control of the Navy De-
{mrr.ment“‘ In fact, by this time the two cutters previously stationed on

he lakes had already been sold under aut‘barit{vaf the foregoing enact-
ment—the fngham at Detroit, October 8, 1856, to Wm. H. Patton, for §l,41,
and the Harrison at Oswego, to Messrs. Merry & Gay, for §1,600.

The bmldmg;f thesix small cutters for revenue service on the lakes would
seem to have n begun about this time, and to have so far progressed by
the summer of 1858 as to attract the attention of the British anthorities. Om
July 2, 1858, in an informal and personal note to Mr. Cass, Lord Napier wrote
(Lord Napier to Mr. Cass, July 2, 1858):

“When I next meet yon it w;lzl be my duty to ask you verbally for an ex-

lanation on & matter which has reached Her Majesty's Government from
&umda. It is reported there that the Federal Government have placed on
the lakes six new armed cutters, and it is apprehended that should such be
the case this measure may not square with the mutual obligations of the two
countries contained in the treaty of 1817. You would oblige me very much
by inquiring whether the vessels alluded to have been built and whether
they are destined for the purpose all !
he verbal inquiry thus foreshadowed was made a few days later, when
%:(])er Napier left with Mr. Cass an undated memorandum of its purport, as
‘ollows:

*Memorandum: Are any vessels of war or revenue vessels about to be
placed on the lakes?

“If there be vessels in course of construction for this Eurpoaa, what is
their number and what is the tonnage and armament of each?

“ Are these vessels built in virtue of a syeciﬁc appropriation by Congress,
and when was that appropriation taken?’

No trace of any action upon or in reply to this inquiry is found of record.

IIL

The breaking ont of the war of the rebellion in 1861 and the strenuous ef-
forts put forth to strengthen the defenses of the United States on the water
as on land naturally caused our naval armament and preparations to be
watched with much care by the representatives of foreign powers. Great
Britain was, of course, chiefly interested in this defensive movement, b
reason of the popular manifestations of English and Canadian sympathy wi
the Confederate cause.

On August 31, 1861, Lord Lyons addressed Mr. Seward, stating that the
attention of Her Majesty's Government had been drawn to the size and
armament of the naval force maintained by the United States on the lakes
above Niagara Falls; that the tonnage of that force, “and certainly the
armament of the steamer chhtgani would seem to be in excess of the t
gtipulated in the srranament of 1817;” and that he was instruected to repre-
sent the matter to the Government of the United States.

Mr. Seward, after consultation with the Secretary of the Navy, replied,
September 12, that the naval force of the United States on the upper lakes
consisted of the steamer Michigan, of 582 tons, carrying one gun of 8inch
caliber, and that the yessel was then, as theretofore, exclusively for the
pu of recruiting for the Narf. with artillery practice for the newly re-
crunited seamen. The naval force in question not been in . as the
information received by the British Government seemed to haveled it toap-
prehend. He added: g

‘It is not supposed by this Government that their retaining of the steamer
in question upon the lakes is a violation of their arrangement of 1817. But if
:'lim Briﬁ%% (iovemmeut. thinks otherwise, we shall be happy to consider its

lews in that respect.”

3 The it}ﬂmtit?; thus conveyed was not then accepted, and the matter
or a time.

In the efforts of certain Confederate agents, stationed in and operat-
ing from Canadian territory, occasioned t disquietnde to the Govern-
ment of the United States, and constrained the exercise of considerable vigi-
lance on the northern frontier to prevent communication between those
agents and their confederates in the United States. The inadeq of the
limited naval force on the Canadian frontier to meet the constant exigencies
of the hour became apparent.

In the House of Representatives, on June 13, 1864, Mr. Spalding introduced
a 1oim: resolution (H. R. 91) with a view to terminating the arrangement of
1817. It waa referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs, and on June 18 was
reported back without amendment. Pending the question on its engross-
men!;l,'bhlr. Elihu B. Washburne submitted an amendment., which was agreed
to. e resolution was thereni;li?an read a third time and d. Careful
search fails to show the origi text as moved by Mr. 8§ ing, but as the
resolution the House, with Mr. Washburne's amendment, it is worthy
of note that the preamble recites, as justifying notice of termination, that—

"“The treaty of 1817, as to the naval force ngon the lakes, was desimd
as a temporary arrangement only, and althoug ual and just at the time
it was made, has become greatly unequal through the construction of [by]
Great Britain of sundry ship canals; and whereas the vast interests of com-
meree upon the northwestern lakes, and the security of cities and towns
sitnated on their American borders, manifestly uire the establishment
of one or more navy-yards wherein ships may be litted and pre for
naval warfare; and whereas the United States Government, unlike that of
Ureat Britain, is destitute of ship canals for the transmission of gunboats
from the Atlantic Ocean to the western lakes,” efe. o

In this form the resolution went to the Senate, where it failed of consid-
eration during that session.

The incident, however, did not escape the watchful eye of Lord Lyons, who
seems to have reported it home for instroctions, which were soon sent him.
He accordingly wrote to Mr. Seward, ander date of August 4, 1864, stating
that the attention of Her Majesty's Government had been drawn to the mo-
tion made in during the recent session with a view to puttingnan
end to the arrangement between Great Britain and the United States, limit-
ing the naval force to be maintained u&g;.l the American and adding:

*This arrangement has worked satisfactorily for nearly half a century.
It has preserved both nations from a vast amount of inconvenience and ex-
pense, and (which is of infinitely more importance) it has warded off occasions
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of disagreement and quarrel. Her Majesty’'s Government would view the
abrogation of it with t regret and no little alarm.”

Mr. Seward re the next day, August ,ram informinq Lord Lyons
that the motion made in Congress and ref to in his note *did not pre-
vail,” and ad : “There is at present no intention to abrogate the arrange-
ment which has $o long in force. I will thank gnr lordship to assure
Her Majesty’s Government that timely notice will be given if these views

should change.”
Soon afterwards, on September 26, 1864, Mr. F. W. Seward, Acting Secre-
tary of State, notified Mr. Burnley, in charge of the British k ﬁo’g during
Lord Lyons's absence, thst.owing recent hostile and piratical proceedings
on the between the United States and Her Majesty's possessions, it had
been deemed necessary for the present to increase the *' observing force ' of
the United States in those lakes; “*that the arrangement is temporary, and
will be discontinued so soon as circumstances permit;” and that the vessels
to li;e t:gpgﬁyed on that service would be under instructions to respect British
cases.

t is noticeable that in announcing such a temporary increase of naval
armament on the lakes and in assi the reasons therefor, Mr. Seward
closely followed the precedent set by Mr, Fox's similar notification in 1838,
when the Canadian peace was threatened by hostile ventures. Mr. Burnley

not seem to have recalled the pertinent parallel, for in his note of ac-
knowledgment, on September 28, he said:

“Without to prejudge the question, I must leave it to Her Maj-
esty’s Government to decide as to whether such a measure, although only
temporary in its effect, can be warranted b{[t.rent.y stipulations.”

To this intimation and reservation on Mr. Burnley's part Mr. Seward
made no direct response; but on the 1st of ober, 1864, he wrote to Mr,
Eur?ﬁ:{,_ referring to previous correspondence on the subject, and announc-

& It has been deemed advisable at this juncture to charter the steam pro-
peller Hector for revenue-cutter purposes on the BXCES8 W

ller Hector { tter pi the lakes. An ich
may be thus oned, however, in the armament of United States vessels
in that guarter over the limit fixed by the arrangement of April, 1817, will
be temporary only; and as it has been made necessary by an emergency
proba_h}}yonot then foreseen, may not be regarded as contrary to the gﬁz of
the stipulation of that instrument.”

Mr. y acknowledged receipt of this notification October 4, 1864, say-
in%tﬁhat he had forwarded ies to Her Majesty’s Government.

the 10th of October following Mr. Sew: transmitted to Mr. Charles
Francis Adams the notes exchanged with Lord Lyons August 4 and 5and
with Mr. Burnley September 26 and 28, 1884, with the simple direction “to
make the needful exp&nntiom to Earl Russell on the subject.” On the same
day Mr. Seward informed Mr. Burnley, in connection with *the tgmm
temporary increase of the observing force of the United States on the Amer-
ican lakes,” that the correspondence had been sent to Mr. Adams with in-
structions *to make explanations to Earl Russell, which it is not doubted
wll‘!vgrova satisfactory to Her Majesty's Government.”

thout, however. awmringlthe resultof the explanations Mr. Adams had
been directed to @ to Earl Russell, or the expression of the oginiom of
Her esty’s Government on the subject in consequence of Mr. Brunley’'s
T of the incident, Mr. Seward determined to plant the al‘ljeation ona ﬁ
itive and unmistakable footing, bi‘:i notifying the British Government t
the right of self-preservation would be exercised to the full by the increase
of the defensive armament on the Great Lakes to any necessary limit, and,
it need were, ‘h{ termina the arrangement of g]?rﬂ. 1817, should it be
found inmmtﬁnt. ble with measures needful to the public safety.

On the 2ith of October, 1864, Mr. Beward forwarded to Mr. Adams a com-
prehensive and explicit instruction to this end. passing in review the recent

nces pmvinglthe inadequacy and inefficiency of the British laws and
tions n.pallica e to the enforcement of the ol tions of friendly neu-
trality on the Canadian borders and the repeated failures of the British au-
thorities to eheck the censtant abuses of ian territory as a base for
hostile designs against the of the United States. Instances of such un-
friendly acts are cited, snclﬁ as the seizure of the Chesapeake by Braine upon
the hi gsens; the capture of the Philo and Island i)ueen by an armed
band from Malden, on the shore of the mouth of the St.
below Detroit, in connection with a plot to release the ins nt officers con-
fined on Johmsons Island, and the raid upon Bt. Albans, Vt., by a band of
di rate men from Canada. After commenting on the insufficiency of the
B?;Eh neutrality act, as proven by these occurrences, and the slight heed paid
in Canada to the Queen's tion of warning, Mr. Seward takes up the
uestion of our defensive measures on the lakes as follows (Mr. Seward to
g[r. Adams, October 24, 1864):

“1g is obvious that at the time of the informal arrangement between the
two Governments of April, 1817, limiting their naval force on the lakes, a
condition of things like the present could mmel{ have been anticipated.
The object of that arrangement was to prevent either Erty from keepi
in commission the considerable naval force which the; th had employ
in that t?wter during the war then recently closed. peace was expected
to continue, the force was an unnecessary burden to both parties; but, on
the contrary, if war should suddenly be renewed, one or the other might, in
anticipation of that event, have clandestinely or otherwise so augmented its
force as to insure to it a rous advantage. Believing that these were
the views entertained at the time the am;q:ment was entered into, and
that neither the United States nor Great Bri expected to relinguish their
right to self-defense in the event of a civil war in the territories of either
by the limitation referred to, the Secretary of the Treasury, as you will see
from the correspondence (a oop{]ot which is inclosed ), has chartered two pro-
pellers, one on Erie and the other on Lake Ontario, for the p of
checking and suppressing depredations on our trade and territory in that
region similar to those above mentioned.

& ® * * * ® *

*1t is, however, impossible to resist the conviction that peace can not be
reliably maintained upon the border unless more effective measures shall be
adopted to secure that end than those that have hitherto been used by both
QGovernments, * * #

*1t is now my duty to instruet you to give notice to Earl Russell, in con-
formity with the treaty reservation of that right, that at the iration of
six months after you shall bave made this communication the United States
will deem themselves at liberty to increase the naval armament upon the
lakes if, in their judgment, the condition of affairs in that quarter shall then
require it; and you will be careful to advise us of the day on which this no-
tice itsa‘fiven. ou will assure the Earl, however, that this proceeding is
adop only as & necessary measure of nat defense, and not only with
no purpose of hostility, but, on the other hand, with a desire no less earnest
than heretofore to preserve the most friendly relations with Great Britain.
Moreover, this Government will in every case direct its best efforts to pre-
vent invasion of British territory, whether by wlg of popular retaliation or
otherwise. It isnotfor us to indicate the means Her Majesty's Government
ghounld adopt to maintain neutrality on their side of the er.

* L L ] ®

* * s
“Nor are we able to conceive of any remedy adequate to the present exi-
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but the recognition by Her Majesty’s Government of the just and ex-

mosonm of the nft:dsmug?naﬁethewgtammi%:rﬁmﬁ
legally subject jurisdiction of this Government.”

t is to be noted that Mr, Seward characterized the arrangement of 1817 as
*informal,” a circumstance which may serve to throw light on his subsequent
action in regard to it.

Mr, Seward's instruction was recast by Mr. Adams, the lan and ar-
rangement of the original being substantially adhered to, in the form of a
note to Earl Russell, which, being dated November 23, 1864, was delivered at
the foreign office *at five minutes past 6 o’clock that evening,” and on No-
vember 25 Mr, Adams duly reported his compliance with Mr. Seward’s orders,

The British answer was conveyed to Mr, Seward through the medium of
the British chargé, Mr. Burnley, on December 17, 1564, by means of a brief
note transmitting tgpﬁ_ofan instruotion addressed by Lord Russell to Lord
Liyons, under date ovember 26, 1884, Although described by Mr. Burn-
ley as “relative to the intention of the United States Government, in con-
formity with the treaty reservation right, to increase their naval armament
upon the North American lakes,” the note of Lord Russell is an elaborate
controversion of Mr. Beward's general line of argument and a defense of the
declared ind tion of Her esty's Government either to deny to the
Southern States rent rights, or to propose to Parliament to make
the laws of the United Kingdom generally more strict, or to refuse asylum
to persons in hostility with a government or nation with whom Her osty
is ai'{Jpeace. Counter charges of excessive exercise of belligerent rights by
the United States were made. The reference to the pivotal ggint of Mr,
Seward’s communication, the stipulated six months’ notice of termina-
tion of the ent of 1817, is very brief, and reads as follows (Lord Rus-
sell to Lord Lyons, November 26, 1864):

**It is perfectly competent to the United States to give notice that at the
end of six months that Government will be at liberty to increase their naval
force on the lakes. It is certainly true that while both nations are disarmed
on the lakes maranders or depredators may destroy or capture unarmed
vessels belonging to either party. Her Majesty will, of con be at liberty
also to increase her naval force on the lakes at the expiration of the six
months after notice if she should think fit so todo. But it is to be hoped that
when is restored the former agreement, which was formed upon just
:3%0 v:hnso cotlimidaratiom. may be renewed, as one that must be advantageous

parties.”

On January 10, 1865, Mr. Seward wrote to Mr. Burnley, briefly acknowl-
edging the receipt of the British reply, and promising **attentive considera-
tBion > ﬁo the views and suggestions presented to Government by Earl

ussell.

Meanwhile the critical condition of affairs on the Canadian border and the
apparent inability, if not indisposition, of the provincial authorities to en-
force observance of neutrality in that quarter, was not slow to attract the
earnest attention of (}oa:frm On the assembling of Con in December:
1864, much feeling was ﬁsglamd by reason of the recent St. Albans raid, and
on December 14 the pub! on of the news that the raiders had been dis-
charged on the previous day for want of jurisdiction led Senator Chandler to
move a resolution directing the Committee on Military Affairs “to inquire
into the expediency of immediately enlisting an army corps to watch and
defend our territory bordering on the lakes and Canadian line from all
hostile demonstrations.” Mr. Sumner followed this up the next day, Decem-
ber 15, 1864, by submitting the following resolution, which was cons{derad by
unanimous consent and agreed to:

“Resolved, That the President of the United States be requested, if not in-
consistent with the public interest, to furnish to the Senate any information
on the files of the Department of State concerning the paper published in the
volume of Treaties and entitled ‘'Arrangement between the United States
and Great Britain between Richard R esq., Acting Secretary of State,
and Charles Bagot, Britannic Mndest{‘s envoy extraordinary,” relating
to the naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes.”

The message of President Lincoln, of January 9, 1865, in compliance with
this resolntion, merely transmitted a brief report of the SBecretary of State,
of even date, referring to the publication in the folio volume of American
State Papers of the nce between Messrs. Monroe and Rush and
&. até.dv;dhereby the arrangement of April 28-29,1817, wasconcluded. Mr.

WAL 8

“From these papers it will be seen that the limitation of the force to be
maintained was sought by this Government. Although the convention
seems somewhat informal as published in the Revised Statutes, yet upon
consulting the original papers it appears to have been dnl‘y approved by the
Senate, ratified by the Eemde nt, and proclaimed as law.'

This me&sagea was referred, Janunary 12, 1865, in the r order of busi-
ness, to the Senate Committee on Foreign tions, of which Mr. Sumner
was chairm

an.

There was then pending, in that committee, Mr. Spalding’s resolution
(H. Res. 01) of the preceding session, which, as amended by Mr. Washburne,
had passed the House of Representatives on the 15th June, 1864, for the giv-
I.n%gf notice of the termination of the arrangement of 1817,

ing aware of the fact that, in the meantime, such notice of termination
had been given in diplomatic correspondence with Her Majesty's Govern-
ment, Mr. Sumner, on January 10, 1865, uested a copy of it, as ** neoem
to determine the character of the legislation which may be e ent,”
on January 12 received from Mr. Seward information of the instruction of
October 24, 1864, which Mr. Adams had communicated to Earl Russell on the
23d of November following, as above stated. On J’man‘;{ 17, 1865, Mr. Sum-
ner, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, reported the House resolu-
tion with an amendment. The next day, January 18, the joint resolution,
with Mr. Sumner's amendment, was considered in Committee of the Whole,
and, the amendment ha been to, the resolution “%’{;E“m to
the Senate asamended and forthwith passed. (Senate Journal y-eighth
Co ,second session, p. 82.) The House of Representatives concurred
in the amendment February 4, 1865, and the resolution was approved by the
President on the 8th of the same month, as follows:

% Joint resolution to terminate the mtr:atv of 1817, regulating the naval force
on lakes.

** Whereas the United States of the one part, and the United Kingdom of
(Great Britain and Ireland of the other part, b{ a trantg baarinzt date April,
1817, have regulated the naval force npon the lakes, and it was further ghro-u
vided that *'if either party should hereafter be desirous of annulling
stipulation and should give notice to that effect to the other party, it shall
cease to be binding after the expiration of six months from the date of such
notice; "' and whereas the peace of our frontier is now endangered by
hostile expeditions against the commerce of the lakes, and by other acts of
lawless persons, which the naval force of the two countries, allowed by the
existing treaty, may be insufficient to prevent: and whereas, further, the
President of the United States has proceaded to give the notice re nired for

the termination of the treaty by the communication which took effect on the
23d of November, 1864: Therefore,
** Be it resolved by the Senate and House of esentatives of the United

Repr
States of America in That the notice

ELE

Congress
dent of the United States to the Government of Great Bri
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hereby adopted and ratified as
“Approved, Fe v 9,1865.
this time the situation on the Canadian border had materially changed
for better. An increased disposition to obey the dictates of good neigh-
borhood was apparent. As Mr. Adams said, writing under date of March 24,
1885, to Mr. Seward, the tone toward the United States had much changed,
the alarmist policy seemed to have been abandoned, and in lieu of it came
earnest professions of & belief that the friendly relations between the two
countries were firmly established.

Mr. Adams observed, in this relation, that it was nof necessary at that
time * to analyze very closely theelements with which this new faith iscom-

nnded.” Doubtless the accumulating proof of the approachingsuccess of

@ Union arms, and a recognition of the indefensible tion of Capada in
the event of trouble arising with the United States, much to do with the
evident change of heart across the border. The necessity for terminating
the arrangement of 1817 and for adopting extraordinary defensive measures
on the Northern frontier had substantially passed away. .

Under these reassuring circumstances, and notwithstanding the action of
Congress in attaching legislative sanction tothe executive noti cationof ter-
mination, which wounld in terms end the arrangement on the 23d of May, 1865,
steps were taken to continue it **practically ” in force alter that date, and
mfﬁe 8th of March, 1865, Mr. Seward sent to Mr. Adams, in London, the fol-
lowing instruction (Mr. Seward to Mr. Adams March 8, 1865):

- Tge notice which has been given by thisGovernment for the termination
of the convention of April, 1817, limiting the naval force on the lakes was in-
dispensable to enable us technically with honor to protect ourselves from
jnsurgent incursion from Canadian territory. As i is hoped and believed
that, under existing circumstances, no farther incursions of that character
may be apprehended you may say to Lord Russell that we are quite willing
that the convention should remain practically in force; that this Govern-
ment has not constructed or commenced building any additional war vessels
on the lakes or added to the armament of the single one which was previousl
its rty, and that no such vessels will in future be built or army
for us in that quarter. It ishoped and ex , however, that Her Majes-
ty's Government, on its part, so long as th determination shall be observed
in good faith by that of the United States, will neither construct nor arm
nor introduce armed vessels in excess of the force stipulated for by the con-
vention referred to.”

No record appears of the action of Mr. Adams ugn this instruction, but
that he did in Fwt communicate its purgort to Earl Russell is seen by an in-
q addressed to Actl.u]f Secretary Hunter, June 15, 1865, by Sir F. Bruce,
who had succeeded Lord Liyonsas British minister. Re erring to Mr. Adams’s
communication of the instruction of March 8 to Her Mnitgt%s Government,
aﬁg reciting its import, Mr. Bruce adds (Sir F. Bruce to Mr. Hunter, June 15,

*It may admit of a doubt whether the notice of the abrogation of the
ment has been rendered inoperative by the communication thus made

through the American minister, and, as it is essential that no misapprehen-
sions should exist on so important a point, I am instructed to ascertain
whether the dispatch to Mr. Adams of the Sth of March was intended as a
formal withdrawal of the notice given by the American minister to Earl Rus-
sell on November the 23d, or whether, as the period of six months from the
date of that notice has now elapsed, the agreement of 1817 is virtually at an
end, and the abstinence of either party from increasing its force on the lak
without further notice, rests merely on the good pleasure of each, unfet
by any diplomatic engagement. ,

“Her D?ajast s Government consider that in the latter case a very incon-
venient state of things wonld exist; and I am directed to add that it ap-
pears to Her Majesty’s Government that the best course would be that the
notice of November 23 should be formally withdrawn, whereby the agree-
ment of 1817 would remain unimpaired and would continue binding on both
parties until six months after fresh notice by either of them of its abro-

on.
nt'li‘o this inquiry Mr. Seward replied on the following day, June 16, 1565,
that the instruction to the United States minister at London, March&, upon
which his reported communication to Earl Russell was “was intended
as a withdrawal of the previous notice within the time allowed, and that it
is 80 held by this Government.” y

Here the correspondence in regard to the termination of the arrangement
of 1817 ceased. Since that time it has been regarded by both Governments
as in continuing force and effect. W .

A brief episode of dence npon the general subject occurred later
in 1865, by reason of the building and o?mpment of several revenue cutters
by the United States for service on the lakes,

On November 8, 1865, Sir Frederick Bruce stated that the attention of Her

jesty's Government had been called recently to the construction of sev-
eral vesssls prepared for the reception of a powerful armament, which were
ra]?orted to ]Be estined for service on the North American lakes, and added:

*In view of the convention which exists between the United States and
Great Britain determining the armed force to be employed by the parties to
it on the lakes, I am instructed to bring the subject under your notice and
to request yon to be good enough to furnish me with the tions which
it seems to require.”

Mr. Seward grompt.!y responded on the next day, November 4,1865, that
any vesselsof the character referred to which might be in course of construc-
tion by the United States *‘are intended e:clus!vg(liy for revenue
and that their armament, if any, will not be allowed to exceed the stip-
ulated in the conventional arrangements.™ =

Since then no question has been raised by the British Government with re-

d to the maintenance by the United States of armed revenue cutters on
g; lakes. Itappears to be tacitly understood on both sides that vessels for
the revenus service do not fall within the limitations of the arrangement of
1817.  Although the arrangement itself is silent on this point, this under-
standing is quite in consonance with the spirit of the negotiations which led
up to the final exchange of notes, Mr. Monroe’s first Hfmpmlﬁun, made
through Mr. Adams, expressed a willingness * to abstain altogether from an
armed force beyond that used for the revenue.” .

Mr. Adams emphasized this view in his first conference with Lord Castle-
reagh, intimating that it wounld best of all suit the United States if the
armaments should be confined to what is necessary for the protection of the
revenue." Lord Castlereagh admitted that "everythinlﬁabeyond whatshould
be necessary to guard against smuggling would be calculated only to produce
mischief.” Mr. Adams repeated this considration in his note of March 21 to
Lord Castlereagh. The questions of revenue service and armed naval foree
for defense or offense seem to have been kept apart,until Mr. Adams, in his
note of August 2, 1816, to Mr. Bagot, proposed that the naval farce to be re-
tained by each party on the lakes should be “restricted in its duty to the
gotactlon of itsrevenue laws, the transportation of troops and goods, and

such other services as wiil in no respect interfere with armed vessels

of the other party.”
By‘.&ug'nnla.f;lﬁ.lir.l{onmhadamr&ﬂned that Mr, Bagot's instrnc-

the same had been authorized by Congress.

- terminate the treaty of 1817, nia?ulnting the naval force upon the lakes, is

tion was limited to the mere suspension of further augmentation of the
naval force, and did not extend to ﬂﬂ]‘llf a rational maximumas * to the num-
ber of vessels, for example, which would be ns for the support of the
revenue laws,” which point Mr. Monroe appears to have had very stmnglé
in mind. The provisional understanding of August, 1813, did not go bey
the suspension of any increase in the re ctive naval forces on the lakes.
The British statement submitted in the November following, onl
armed naval vessels and transports. The final agreement of Axrll , 1817,
while reciting the acceptance of Mr. Monroe's prfg;oaitions of August 2, 1816,
makes no reference to the Previous suggestion t the employment of the
permitted ** naval force ™ might be restricted to the collection or protection
of the revenune.
However matters may have been then left in this regard, the fact remains
that now, and for some twenty-six years, the Government of the United
States has drawn a ahnr? distinetion between its naval force and revenue
service on the lakes, and that this contention has d without controver-
?ia%g by Great Britain since it was announced by Mr. Seward in November,

cCOovers

The revenne service of the United States now comprises three steamers:
Perry, stationed at Erie, 28154 tons, with an armament of two 3-inch rifles;
Fessenden, stationed at Detroit, 229.81 tons, one 30-pounder Parrott gun, two
21-%11@1' Dahigen howitzers, and two 8-inch rifles; and Johnson, stationed
at Milwaukee, tons, one 3)-pounder Parrott and two 24pounder howit-
ze}'dx. Another vessel, Bibb, formerly stationed on Lake Ontario, has been
sold.

On the part of Canada no information has been received as to the number,
tonn and armament of British revenue vessels stationed in those waters;
but it been recently stated on the aunthority of a report to the Treasury
Department that two vessels for the Dominion iovcrnment have been con-
structed at Owen Sound, Ontario, and that, although styled " revenue cut-
ters™ and destined to suppress smuggling on the 5t. Lawrence River and the
lakes, they are in reality capable of a.da%t_s,tion to naval pnr%oses.

Additional weight is perhaps lent to this latter aspect of the report by the
precantions that appear to have been taken to guard them from public in-
spection. Another revenue cutter of a similar type is said to have been re-
cently launched from Hamilton, Ontario.

The naval force of the United States on the lakes, as has been seen, is now
and has for many years confined to the single iron side-wheel steamer
Mfrm;{;am which now rates 685 tons and carries four howitzers.

1t does not appear that any British or Canadian vessels are now, or have
been for many years, stationed on the lakes. The dimensions of the locks on
the St. Lawrence River canals exclude the entrance into the lakes of any -
vessel exceeding 9 feet draft or 200 feet in length: and the only vessels borne
on the British naval list which a r to be capable of passage from the deep
seas to the lakes are some 43 tugs, g‘rawing 8 feet and armed with rapid-firing
guns, v

The resolution of the Senate calls explicitly for the opinion of the Depart-
ment of State as to whether the arrangement of 1817 isnow held to be in force.
The correspondence exchanged in 1864 shows it is so regrdad

Asbetween the United Statesand Great Britain, Mr. Seward’s withdrawal
of the six months’ notice of termination within the prescribed od and
before the arrangement could in fact have ended, is no less anthoritative
than the notification itself. The British Government, being as incompetent
to inquire into the authority of the Secretary of State to withdraw the noti-
fication as it would have been to ingnim into his anthority to give it under
the terms of the arrangement, could only accept and respect the withdrawal
as a fact. Whether the Secretary of State was himself competent to with-
draw the notification is not material to the internationnl aspect of the case,
because, being a matter of domestic administration, affecting the intarnai
relaticns of the executive and legislative powers, it in no wise concerns Great
Britain. It would be an unprecedented and inadmissible step in the inter-
national relations of governments were Great Britain to question the an-
thority of the executive power to withdraw the notification and continue the
arrangement in full force and effect. As between the two countries the
arrangement is, therefore, to be regarded as still in existence, and only termi-
nable in good faith by six months' notice of abrogation on either side.

As a question of domestic administration and powers the action of the
Secretary of State in ﬁlving notice of termination without previousanth
of Congress, and in withdrawing such notice without legislativn to that en
and after the notice had been confirmed by legislation, opens the door to nice
argument in theory touc the constitutional aspects of the transaction
but as & matter of practical effect such considerations may now be deemed
more interesting than material. While on the one hand it may be said that
the action of the Senate, in 1818, when it advised and consented to the ar-
rangement of 1817, and the action of the President in proclaiming the arrange-
ment, made it a supreme law of the land. and that the later action of Con-
gress, in 1865, confirming the notice of termination given, operated alike to
cure aniconant‘nhonsl defect attending the ﬂgmq of that notice and to ab-

ate the arrangement itself as a law of the land, it may be asserted, on the
other hand, that the continuance of an international understanding with
Great Britain, limiting the naval force to be maintained by either party in
commission on the lakes, even if hcking express legislative sanction, is viola-
tive of no existing legislation. No act of Congress requires, or has at any
time required, the commission of any other war vessel on the lakes than the
single steamer Michigan, which for many years has formed our sole naval
armament in those waters. consideration donbtless lprompted Mr. Sew-
ard when he directed Mr. Adams to “say to Lord Russell that we are quite
willing that the convention should remain practically in force.”

The circumstances and form of the original arrangement, entered into in
April, 1817, show that it did not in terms &n rt to be more than a record of
an understanding mutually reached b e two Governments for the reci
rocal regulation of a matter within the administrative competence of eaeg
Its inte tation gince that time, by temporarily increaa‘u%rtha force on
either siga when demanded by the exigencies of national self-defense, by
Muﬂ withdrawing the necessary revenue force from the purview of its
stipulations, and by resorting (as in the case of the Michigan) to the use of
vessels of heavier ton and greater armament than the arrangement
allows, all show an elasticity of observance which is only compatible with
the conviction, on both sides, that the whole subject was within administra-
tive control, and that it sufficed to observe the spirit of the arrangement by
mutually abstaining from the creation of a martial force on the lakes in
menace of the reciprocal obligations of good neighborhood.

The question of the spirit which controls.and should control, the under-
standing of two great rnments in this regard is to-day of vastly greater
importance to theirinterests than any narrow contentions respecting its lit-
eral observance. Th narters of a century have passed sines the arrange-
ment was entered into. It in mo wise responds to the enormous changes
wrought in the conditions of intercourse upon the lakes. Asan engnfamans
to limit the effective force on each side to four vessels not exceeding 100 tons
burden apiece, and each armed with one 18-pounder eannon. it is obsolete.
Steam has supplanted sail power for naval E:rpose.s. The character and
caliber of necessary and usual ordnance has undergonea change no less £
The upper lakes, where in 1817 the employment of any naval force on behalf
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of the United States was, to quote Mr. Adams’s langunage, “important onl
in relation to thesav wi our limits,” are now the seat of auax‘t.endes
civilization. Where the huts of hostile tribes then stood t cities now
face their shores. Chicago and Milwaunkee are but half-century growths,
The pathways of commerce cover the Great Lakes. The annual entry and
clearance ton in some of the farther ports rivals,and even exceeds, that
of New York and Liverpool.

An equnllllinatnble geographical change has taken place. L!xiimnalshave
made possible the passage of comparatively large vessels from lake to lake.
and even from the extremest shores of Superior or Huron to the Atlantic
Ocean. In 1817aship of any tonnage was ed to the lake on whose shores
it was built. The waters of Erie, Ontario, and even Champlain had been the
scene of historical naval combat, but the engaging fleets of three-deckers,

ing T4guns apiece, had been fbuilt in those lakes, while thesigning of the
trea{y of peace left other half-built frigates to decay on the stocks.

Under the changed conditions now prevailing such cumbrous armaments
are as impracticable as needless. Flotillas of light-draft gunboats, rapid
and easily maneuvered, are now most suitable for nse on the lakes in time of
war; in peace thef should well be restrained on either side.

In 1817 the problem that presented itself to the negotiators was one of im-
mediate reciprocal disarmament rather than of future limitation. A des-
perate war had just closed, and its animosities still rankled despite the sig-
nature of a treaty of peace. The navies of the late contestants were on the
lakes, incapable of removal thence and unfitted for the )évaacetul mission of
commerce, Their maintenance was as dangerous as it was useless and
costly. The treaty of Ghent was silent in regard to disarmament, but upen
the lakes only by disarmament could the menace of fresh conflicts on trivial
occasion be averted from that quarter. All these considerations abundantly
appear as a motive of President Monroe's pr lsto restrict the armaments
on the coterminous inland seas. They were in fact destroyed, no naval force
worthy of the name being preserved. The little sailing vessels still per-
mlt‘bmf could not even act together. Ontario was separated from Erie byan
im ble natural barrier. Offensive and defensive means of warfare were
Mﬁmweﬂ. leaving only the necessary instrumentalities for protecting
the revenues and controlling the savages on either side of the frontier.

If as early as 1844 the Secretary of the Navy held that the sole considera-
tion of steamers having taken the place cof sailing craft for warlike purposes
would justify a revision of the agreement: if the House of Representatives
in 1864 regarded the opening of the Canadian canals as introducing an ine-

uality incompatible with its en ments; and if, as Mr. Seward held in 1864,
Ehe informal arrangement of April, 1817, conld scarcely have anticipated such
& condition of things as the maintenance of a marine force adequate to cope
with domestic troubles or civil war on either side, it seems most desirable
now, in view of the long lapse of time and the vast changes wrought in these
and other no less important regards, that the arrangement now grown obso-
lete in practice and surviving in the letter only as a declared guaranty of
international peace ghonld be modified to fit the new order of things, and
withsuchadaptation to the exigencies of the future as prudence may forecast.

It may be permissible to adduce a simple illustration of the unfitness of
the arrangement of 1817 to meet the modern conditions of interconrse. But
recently the offer of a shipbnildlnf establishment on one of the lakes to con-
struct one of the ler vessels of onr new Navy, to be taken thence by the
Welland and River canals to the Atlantie, for service on our sea d, was
not considered, because the construction of snch a vessel on the lakes might
be held to contravene the arrangement of 1817, -

The undersigned. in conclusion, may remark that, in view of the complex
character of the whole subject. and the circomstance that the history of
the steps taken in 1865 for the termination of the arrangement of 1817, and
of the manner in which it was continued in force, has not heretofore been
connectedly presented, he has felt constrained to give a full relation from
the outset, wjl}th copious citation from the records. es of certainselected
documents, bearing upon the question of termination, are appended in full
for more convenient consultation.

Respectfully submitted

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, December 7, 1392,

LIST OF ACCOMPANYING PAPERS.
L Praﬁiﬁgt:t?an Buren to House of Representatives, Washington, March 28,

1 Mr, F to President Van Buren, Washington, March 13, 1840,
2. Mr. Fox to Mr. Forsyth, Washin , November 25, ;
8. Mr. Poinsett to President Van Buren, War Department, March 27,

1840,
4. General Scott to Mr. Poinsett, Elizabethtown, N. J., March 23, 1840,
2 Pradl s%ent Van Buren to House of Representatiyes, Washington, June 20,

1. Mr. Poinsett to President Van Buren, War Department, June 27, 1840,
2. General Macomb to Mr. Poinsett, Washin ,June 26, 1840.
3 Presll's%'nt Van Buren to House of Representatives, Washington, June 29,

1. Mr. Poinsett to President Van Buren, War Department, June 27, 1840,
2. (General Macomb to Mr. Poinsett, Washin, ,June 26, 1840,
5 Hoque Ragl;:saon No.9l. Referred to Committee on Foreign Relations,
une 20, 1864
Lord Lyons to Mr. Seward, Washington, August 4, 1864,
Mr. Sewgard to Lord Eiyous, Waahin‘ftcm,.&ugnst 5, 15864
. Mr. Seward to the British chargé d'affaires, Washington, September 28,

1804,
Mr. Burnley to Mr. Beward, Washington, Segf;embersﬁ, 1864,
. Mr. S8eward to Mr. Burnley, Washington, October 1, 1864.
Mr. B to Mr. Seward, Washington, October 4, 1864.
. Mr. Seward to Mr. Adams, n, October 24, 1864
1. Mr. Fessenden to Mr. Seward,
2. Mr. SBeward to

ment.
8. Mr. Fessenden to Mr. Seward, September 30, 1864.
4. Mr. Thurston to Mr. Seward, October 20, 1864.
12. Mr. Burnley to Mr. Seward, December 17, 1864,
1. Earl Russell to Lord Lyons, foreign office, November 26, 1864,
13. President Lincoln to United States Senate, Washington, January 9, 1865,
1. Mr. Seward to President Lincoln, Washington, January 9, 1&6.
14. Mr. Seward to Mr. Burnley, January 10, 1885.
15. Mr. Sumner to Mr, Sawsr({ January 10, 1865,
16. Mr. Seward to Mr. Sumner, January 12, 1865.
17. Mr. Seward to Mr. Adams, March 8, 1865.
18, Sir F. Bruce to Mr. Hunter, Washington, June 15, 1865.
10. Mr. Seward to Sir F. Bruce, Washington, June 16, 1865.

President Van Buren to House of Representatives.
The HouseE OF REPRESENTATIVES:

I communicate to the House of Representatives, in com’
resolution of the 8th instant, reports from the Secre

JOHN W. FOSTER.

o=m sams -

BE

Mr. Fessenden,

ce with their
of State and of

War, with documents, which contain information on the subject of that reso-

lution.
M. VAN BUREN.
WasHixarox, March 28, 1840.

DEPARTMEST OF STATE,
Washington, March 13, 1840.

The Secretary of State, to whom has been referred a resolution of the
House of Representatives, of the 0th instant, requesting the President to
communicate to that body, “if oom‘g::ible with the public service, whether
the Government of Great Britain expressed to the Government of the
United States a desire to annul the arrangement euntered into between the
two Governments in the month of April, 1817, respecting the naval force to
be maintained upon the American lakes; and, if said mangement. be not an-
nulled, whether there has been any violation of the same by the authorities
of Great Britain,” has the honor to report to the President a copy of the only
communication on file in this Department on the subject to which the reso-
lution refers.

Prior to the date of that communication the Secretary of State, in an in-
terview invited for that purpose, ealled Mr, Fox’s attention to the dis
by Her Majesty's colonial authorities of the convention arrangement be-
tween the two countries as to the extent of naval armaments upon the lakes.
In the antumn of the past year the Secretary of State made known verbally
to Mr. Fox that, the causes assigned in his note no longer existing, the Pres-
ident expected that the British armament upon the )E..ims woulf be placed
upon the footing prescribed b&' the convention. Mr. Fox engaged to com-
municate without delay to his Government the substance of the conversa-
tion between them, and expressed his own conviction that, if the winter
then ensuing passad withonut renewed attempts to disturb the tranqnillity
of the Canadas, there could be no sufficient motive for either Government
maintaining a force beyond that anthorized by the convention of 1817.

All of which is respectfully submitted.

JOHN FORSYTH.

The PRESIDENT oF THE UNITED STATES.

WASHINGTON, November 25, 1533.

Sir: T am informed by Her Majesty’s authorities in Upper and Lower
Canada that, in consequence of the unlawful and piratical acts of hostility to
which those provinces are at present exposed, it has been found necessary
to equip, under the British flag, a more extensive naval armament u tha
lakes and rivers which include the boundary line between the Bri and
American possessions than either Government would be authorized to main-
tain according to the stipulations of the convention of 1817,

_Icertainly do not apprehend that any objection against this grouaedin is
likely to be raised on the part of the Government of the United States. Bgnt.
in order toprevent the possibility of misapprehension in any quarter, I think
it expedient distinctly to assure you that the armament is equilrpad for the
sole purpose.asabove expressed, of guarding Her Majesty's provinces against
a manifest and acknowledged danger; and that it will be discontinued at the
earliest possible period after the causes which now create that danger shall
have ceased to exist.

I have the honor to be, with great respect and consideration, sir, your most
obedient and humble servant, B FOX

Hon, Jorx ForsYTH, ete.

WAR DEPARTMENT, March 27, 1850.

Str: I have the honor to mknowledge the receipt of a copy of the resolu-
tion of the House of Representatives of the 0th instant, referred to this De-
partment by your directions, with instructions to report *any specific infor-
mation in possession of the War Department relative to the present British
naval armament on the lakes, and the periods when the increase of force,
begomi the stipulations of the convention of 1817, were severally made on
different points of the lake frontier.”

The resolution wasimmediately referred to Major General Scott and other
officers, who have been serving on the lake frontier, for any information in
their possession, or in their power immediately to gjrocum. upon the subject:
and search is g for such as may be on the files of the%)epartment\. I
now inelose, for your information, a eopy of the report of General Scott, who
is the only officer yet heard from. As soon as the reports are received from
the other officers called upon, and the examination of the files of the Depart-
ment is completed, ani‘ ditional information which may be thus procured
will be immediately laid before you.

Very respectfully, your most obedient servant,

The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

HEADQUARTERS EASTERN DIVISION,
lizabethtown, N. J., March 23, 18}0.

B1r: I have the honor to acknowledge your letter of the 16th instant, cove
@ a resolution of the House of Representatives of the 9th, referred from
the Department of State to the Department of War, inquiring “whether the
Government of Great Britain has expressed to the Government of the United
States a desire to annul the arrangement entered into between the two Gov-
ernments in the month of April, 1517, respecting the naval force to be main-
tained upon the American lakes; and, if said arrangement be not annulled,
wh%:limr there has been any violation of the same by the authorities of Great

n.|‘

Gonﬂnin[f myself to the latter clause of the resolution, which I have under-
scored and which you have referred to me, I report the facts within my
knowledge, connected with that m(i]nirg; premising that I have not had the
time to verify my own impressions by those of more than one officer (Colonel
Worth). who has recently held a command under me on the frontiers of the
British North American provinces.

I do not know, nor doI believe, that the British anthorities have had a
single armed vessel of any description on the lakes above Detroit in many

ears. But in the summer and autumn of 1838, while I was absent to the

th, I understood from our officers, on my return, that the authorities in
Upper Canada had employed one or more armed steamers, hired for the pur-
pose,and manned with a certain number of troops,to cruise on Lake Erie
against apprehended invasions from our side on the part of the people called
&'?‘i mm?t%mhm been a tranguil I did not h f a singl
& BeASoN Of A a one, not hear of a (]
armed British vessel on that lake. .

In the month of January, 1538, at the time there was a considerable num-
ber of those patriots in on of Navy Island, in the N River, seek-
ing to make a descent on the orpuslto(!an.adlan shore, the British authorities
hired two or three lake craft (schooners), and armed and manned them for

J. R. POINSETT.

the purpose of frustrating that threatened invasion; but it is believed that
those vessels were ‘never on Lake Erie while so armed
that they were discharged

and manned, and
as soon as that particular danger had passed away.
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Down tothe bu of the British merchant steamer the Sir Robert Peel, on
the 8t. Lawrence in 1838, I can not learn that the authorities of the Canadas
had any armed vessel of any sort in activity (whatever they may have had
laid up in port) either on Lake Ontario or on the River 8t. Lawrence; but,
after that event, and up to the close of navigation in 1838, 1 learn from Colo-
nel Worth, who returned from the Cherokee country to the Canadian fron-
tier several months before my return, that those authorities had employed
several hired steamers, besides barges, all armed and manned, mimnﬁ
ties of the same patriots, principally on the St. Lawrence an
confined to their own waters. AW

During the past season (of 1839), and up to the close of navigation, twosteam-
ers, owned or hired by the Britia'h authorities, one schooner, and a number
of were, in a like manner, employed on the same lake and river, asa
security against an apprehended remewal of the troubles of the preceding

ear. -

4 I have the honor to remain, sir, with high respect, your most obedient
r

s WINFIELD BCOTT.

Hon. J. B. POINSETT,
Secretary of War.

President Van Buren to House of Representatives,
The HoUSE OF REPRESEXTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES:

I transmit herewith a communication of the Secretary of War, accompa-
nied by a report of the Commanding General of the Army, embracing all the
information which can be obtained, in answer to a resolution of the House of
Representatives of the ith of Agril. 1840, requesting to be furnished with aur
information in on of the Executive Department, showing the mili-
tary preparation of Great Britain, by introducing troops into or New
Brunswick, or erecting or repairing fortifications on our northern or north-
eastern boundary, or%:y preparing naval armaments on m:.?iy of the great
northern lakes; and what preparations. if any, have been e by this Gov-
ernment to put the United States, and especially those frontiers, ina postare
of defense against Great Britain, in case of war.
M. VAN BUREN.

WASHINGTON, June 29, 180,

WAR DEPARTMENT. June 27, 1840.

S1r: In reply to a resolution of the House of Representatives of the 6th of
April last, referred by you to this Department, raquesﬁnf you (if not incom-
patible with the public interest) to commmunicate *any information in pos-
session of the executive department showing the military preparation of
Great Britain by introducing troops into Canada or New Brunswick, or
erecting orrepairing fortifications on our northern or northeastern boundarg.
or by preparing naval armaments on any of the great northern lakes or the
waters connected therewith, and what preparations, if any, have been made
by this Government to put the United States, and especially the northern
and northeastern frontier, in a posture of defense against Great Britain in
case of war,” I have the honor to transmit you a report of the commandin

neral, embodying the substance of the replies of certain officers command-

thie most prominent points of those frontiers, who, it was supposed
would be able to furnish the information required by the resolution, and had
n written to on the subject.
Very respectfully, your most obedient servant,
J. R. POINSETT.
The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

HEADQUARTERS OF THE ARMY,
Washington, June 25, 1840.
81Rr: I have the honor to report that, in obedience to your instructions,
letters have been addressed the various officers. who, it was supposed,
might be able to procure the information l:e%rued by the resolution of the
House of Representatives of the 6th of A%rﬂ. , to wit:

** Resolved, That the President of the United States be mested (if not
incompatible with the public interest) to communicate to House any
'ormation in possession of executive department showing the military
gre‘pa.mtion of Great Britain, by introducing troops into Canada or New

runswick, or erectin%cur repairing fortifications on our northern or north-
eastern boundary, or by preparing naval armaments on any of the great
northern lakes or the waters connected therewith, and wha:eg tions
if any, have been made by this Government to put the Uni tates, and
especia]]d' the northern and northeastern frontier, in a posture of defense
against Great Britain in case of war.” $

In answer to the letter addressed to him on the snhdec%, and with regard
to the resolution of the House as far as relates to “ military mgreparazions of
the British authorities on the northern frontier of the United States,” Gen-
eral Bedtt communicates the following facts:

That he has paid but little attention to the forts and barracks erected by
the British anthorities near the borders of Maine, above Frederickton, in New
Brunswick, or in upper Canada, above _Gornwn]i. being of the fixed n
that all such structures would be of little or no military value to either of
the parties in the event of a new war between the United States and Great
Britain; that he was last summer at the foot of Lake Superior, and neither
saw nor heard of any British fort or barracks on the St. Marys River; that
between Lakes Huron and Erie the British have three sets of ne
at Windsor, opposite to Detroit; one at Sandwich, a little lower down, and
the third at Malden, 18 miles below the first, all built of sawed logs, strength-
ened by blockhouses, loopholes, ete.; that Malden has long been & m
post with slight defenses; these have been recently strengthened. The works
at Sandwich and Windsor have also, he thinks, been erected within the last
six or eight months; that near the mouth of the Niagara the British have
two small forts, George and N ga; both existed during the last war;
the latter may be termed a permanent work. Slight barracks have been
erected within the last two years on the same side near the falls and at
Chippewa, with breastworks at the latter place; but nothing, he believes,
above the work first named on the Niagara, which can be termed a fort.

That since the commencement of recent troubles, and (consequentthereon)
within our own limits, Fort William Henry, at Kingston, and Fort Welling-
ton, o te to Ogdensburg (old works), have both been strengthened with
themselves, beside the addition of dependencies. These forts may be called
Ermauent-' that on the 8t. Lawrence below Prescott and confronting our

rritory: he knows of no other military post. Twelve miles above, at
Brockville, there may be temporary barracks and breastworks; that he
Enows that of late Brockville has been a military station.

That in the system of defenses on the approaches to Montreal the Isle anx
Noix, a few miles below our line and in the outlet of Lake Champlain, stands
at the head. This island contains within itself a system of permanent works
of great strength. On them the British Government has, from time to time,
e ded much skill and labor. That Odletown, near our line on the western
side of Lake Champlain, has been a station for a body of Canadian militiafor
two years to guard the neighborhood from refugee incendiaries from our

side. He thinks that barracks have been erected there for the accommoda-
tion of those troops, and also at a station with a like object near Alburg, Vt.
He believes that thereare no important British forts or extensive Britis ‘bar-

s on our borders from Vermont to Maine. In respect to such structures
on the disputed territory, that Governor Fairfield's published letters contain
fuller information than has reached him through any other channel; that he
had of no new military preparation by the British authorities on the 8t.
Croix or Passamaquoddy Bay.

That, among such preparations, perhaps he oughtnot to omit the fact that
Great Britain, beside numerous corps of well-organized and well-instructed
militia, has at this time within her North American provinces more than
20,000 of her best regular h'ooﬁ The whole of those forces might be brought
to the verge of our territory in a few days. Two-thirds of that r force
has arrived out since the springof 1838. General Scott states that he has had
the honor to report directly to the Secretary of War with regard to the na-
val force recently maintained npon the American lakes by Great Britain.

In answer to a similar letter to that addressed to (General Scott, General
Brady writes from Detroit that the only permanent work of which he has
any knowledge is the one at Fort Malden, which has in the last year been
thoroughly repaired, and good, substantial barracks of wood have been
erectec{ wi the works, sufficient, he thinks, to contain 600, if not 800 men;
that the timber on the island of Bois Blanc has been partly taken off an
three small blockhouses erected on the island. These are all the military im-

barracks of wood, capable of mntnini:;ﬁp{n‘hnps 150 men
te to Detroit; that some British militia are station

along the 8t. Clair River. Colonel Bankhead writes that of the militaryand
naval preparationsof the British on the northern frontier of the United States
hecan only state that Fort Mississanga, nearly opposite our Fort Niagara, has
beenen andstrengthened; that permanent and extensive barracks were
cominen last summer at Torontoand are probably completed bry this time;
and that a large vessel, for a steamer, was being constructed last fall at Niag-
ara City by and for the service of the Government; that the British Gov-
ernment has on Lake Ontario a steamboat commanded and officered by offi-
cers of the navy and is commissioned, he gresumoa. as a Government vessel;
that the authorities of upper Canada had last summer in their service on
Lake Erie two steamboats which were at first hired from citizens of Buiffalo,
but which they subsequently purchased, as he was informed.

Lieutenant-Colonel Crane writes from Buffalo that the only mili work
in that vicinity undergoing repairs (within his knowledge) is Fort Missis-
;:au g,nlﬁ:ha a:l;t.h of the Ningad mxtm‘&ei.;'g o? tl%a Canadian stde. glﬁc& %1:

ng ve repairing and exten or two years past, an

lieved to be now in a very efficient state; that there have been rumors of
armed steamers being built or building at Chippewa, but on inquiry he could
learn of none except the ordinarysteamboats for the navigation of the lakes;
it has been said, however, that one is building on Lake Ontario by the Eng-
lish, and intended for the revenue service; but he does not know what
truth there is in this statement. .

Lieutenant-Colonel Pierce reports from Plattsburg that he has no knowl-
edge of any military or naval preparations of the British anthorities on the
line of frontier adjacent to his command, comprising what is generally called
the Lake Champlain frontier, except the introduction of troops at town
and Napierville, near the boundary line between New York and Canada, on
the west side of the Jake, and also the establishment of a line of %m
from Missisquoi Bay, on the east side of the lake, along and near to the Ver-
mont frontier as far as the Connecticut River; the erection of a new barrack
and fleld work at St. Johns, and the repairs and armament of the Isle aux
Noix with increased force at both of these posts; that none of the positions
g0 occupied by the British troops are within the claimed limits of the United
States; that tgmsa military %l;ipnrﬂtions (it has been heretofore understood)
have been made by the Bri authorities to suppress rebellion and insur-
rection am the Canadian B%pulahon.

Captain Johnson reports from Fort Brady that he has heard nothing on
the subject of the resolution but mere rumors, and that there is no a T
ance of any works going up anywhere on the Canada side of the St. mys

River. The files of the Adjutant-General's office have been examined, but
no further information has been elicited.
Respectfully submitted.
ALEXANDER MACOMB,
Major-G

The BECRETARY OF WAR. ,

President Van Buren to House of Represeniatives.
The HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES:

I transmit the inclosed rey of the E}ecratariv):f War, with accompanying
documents, furnishing all the informaticn the Department has been able to
obtain in relation to any violation of or desire on the t of Great Britain
to annnl the agreement entered into between that Government and the
United States in the month of A 1817, relative to the naval force to be
maintained upon the American lakes, called for by a resolution of the House
of Representatives of the 9th of March last. =
M. VAN BUREN.

WAsHINGTON CITY, June 29, 1840,

WAR DEPARTMENT, June 27, 1840.
B1r: In answer to a resolution of the House of Representatives of the 9th
of March last, referred by the SBecretary of State to this Department, in which
the President is requested to communieate. if compatible with the public serv-
ice, “whether the Government of Great Britain have expressed to the Gov-
ernment of the United Statesa desire to annul the arrangement entered into
between the two governments in the month of April, 1817, respecting the
naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes; and that if said ar-
rangement be not annulled, whether there has been any violation of the same
by the authorities of Great Britain,” I have the honor to transmit you a
report of the Commanding General, containing the replies of several officers
who had been written to on the subject. This report, and the letter of Gen-
eral Scott which was transmitted to you on the 27th of last March, embrace

all the information the Department can give in answer to the resolution.
Yery respectfully, your most obedient servant,
J. R. POINSETT.

The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

HEADQUARTERS OF THE ARMY,
Washington, June 26, 1850.
Sik: I have the honor to report that,in obedience to your instructions,
letters have been addressed to the various officers whom it was supposed
might be able to procure the information required by the resolution of the
ouse of Representatives, to wit:
*Resolved, That the President of the United States be requested to com-
municate to this House, if compatible with the public service, whether the
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Government of Great Britain have expressed to the Government of the
United States a desire to annul the ement entered into between
the two governments in the month of April, 1817, respecting the naval force
to be tained u the American lakes; and if said arrangement be not
annulled, whether there has been any violation of the same by the aunthori-
ties of Great Britain.” -

In answer to the letter addressed to him on this subject, General Scott
states that, in respect to the naval force recently maintained upon the Amer-
ican lakes by Great Britain, he has just had the honor to report to the
tary of War, by whom the resolution of the House of Representatives of the
9th instant was directly referred to him.

General Brady mﬂm that, as to the arrangement entered into in relation
to the naval force to be maintained on the American lakes by the two Govern-
ments, he has to answer that he doesnot know whether the arr: ment has
been vioclated or not by the British Government; for he must ess that he
never knew that there was such an understanding between the two Govern-
ments until the resolution of Congress making the inquiry was sent to him.

ring the border troubles he frequently a piece of ordnance on
the steamboat in the employ of the United States; and, had the service de-
manded it, he should not have hesitated to have increased the number, not
being aware of the arrangement referred to. -
onel states that he has no information that the arrangement
entered into between the Governments of the United States and Great Brit-
ain in the month of April, 1817, respectgg the naval force to be maintained
upon the American lakes, has been violated; that a large vessel, for a steamer,
was being constructed last fall at Niagara (ixﬁforthe service of the Govern-
ment. 'Fha British Government has, on e Ontario, a steamboat com-
manded and officered by officers of the navy, and is .‘:or:mu:ni.af:im:led,hﬂri ?m’
sumes, as a Government vessel. The authorities in Upper Canada ast
summer in their service on Lake Erie two steamboats, which were at first
hire{‘iinffrom gidtmans of Buffalo, but which they subsequently purchased, as he
was informed.
. Colonel Crane states, from Buffalo, that he has no information on the sub-
i’e‘?t: that there have been rumors there of armed steamers being built or
ilding at Chippewa, ete., but on inquiry he could learn of none, except the
ordinary steamboats for the navigation of the lakes; that it has been said,
however, that one is building on Lake Ontario, by the English, and intended
g‘t]:tm rl;venua service, but he does not know what truth there is in this
ement.

Colonel Pierce writes from Plattsburg that he has no knowledge of any
naval force being maintained on Lake Champlain in violation of the arrange-
ment entered into by the two Governments of Great Britain and the United
States in the month of April, 1817. He believes there has been no British
naval force maintained on e Champlain since thearrangement referred to.

Captain Johnson reports that he has not had any information on_the sub-
ject referred toin the resolution that may be depended on; nothing but mere

rumor.

The files of the Adjutant-General's office have been examined, but no
farther information has been elicited.

Respectfully submitted.

The SECRETARY OF WAR.

[House Res.91. Inthe Senate of the United States, June20,1864. Read twice
and referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.]

Joint resolution in relation to the treaty of 1817.

Whereas the treaty of 1817, as to the naval force upor the lakes, was de-
signed as a tempo arrangement only, and, althongh equal and just at
the time it was made, become greatly unequal through the construction
of Great Britain of sundry ship canals; and whereas the vast interests of
commerce upon the northwestern lakes, and the security of cities and towns
gituated on their American borders, manifestly require the establishment of
one or more Navy- wherein ships may be fitted and Yire for naval
warfare; and whereas the United States Government, unlike that of Great
Britain, is destitute of ahig canals for the transmission of gunboats from the
Atlantic Ocean to the w lakes:

Be it resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled, That the President of the United States be,

ALEX. MACOMB, Major-General.

and is hereby, authorized and directed to give notice to the Government of
(Great Britain that it is the wish and intention of the Government of the
United States to terminate said arrangement of 1817, in t to the naval
fo;'é:e upon the lakes, at the end of six months from and after the giving of
eaid notice.

Passed the House of Representatives June 18, 1864,

Attest: EDWARD McPHERSON, Clerk.

Lord Lyons to Mr. Seward.
WASHINGTON, August 4, 1867,
Sir: The attention of Her Majesty's Government has been drawn to the
motion, which was made in Congress during the recent session, with a view
to putting an end to the arrangement between Great Britain and the United
States limiting the naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes.
This arrangement has worked satlsfa.ctotﬂ{ for nearly half a century. It
has preser: both nations from & vastamount of inconvenience and expense,
:md?which is of infinitely more importance) it has warded off occasionsof dis-
af,*:eement and quarrel. Her Majesty's Government would view the abroga-
tion of it with great regret and no little alarm.
I have the honor, etc., LYONS.

M. Seward to Lord Lyons.
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Washington, August 5, 1564,
My Lorp: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of
yesterday, communicating to me the views of Her Majesty’s Government in
to the advantages of the existing arraugement between the United
m and lgkreat Britain limiting the naval force to be maintained upon the
can lakes.
In reply I have the honor to inform your lordship that the motion upon
the subject which was made in Congress, and to which reference is made in
your note, did not prevail, and that there is at present no intention to abro-
ate the arrangement which has been so long in force. I will thank your
E}rdship toassure Her Majesty's Government that timely notice will be given
if these views should change.
I have the honor, ete., WILLIAM H. SEWARD.

My. F. W. Beward to the British Chargé d’ Affaires.
DEPARTMEST OF STATE,
Washington, September 26, 1864,
B1Rr: I have the honor to inform you, with a view to Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment bie!:I:ﬁ made acquainted with the fact, that owing to the recent hos-
tile and piratical proceedings on the lakes between the United States and

Her Majesty's possessions, it has been deemed necessary for the nt to
increase thtay‘o\marrlng force of the United States on those lakes; tE:t the ar-
rangement is temporary and will be discontinued so soon as circumstances
rmit, and that the vessels to be employed on that service are to be under
]:strucbians to respect British rights in all cases,
I have the honor, etc., F. W. SEWARD,
Acting Secretary.

The British Chargé d’ Affaires to Mr. W. H. Seward,
WASHINGTON, September 28, 198},

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 26th
instant, informing me that owing to recent piratical proceedings on Lake
Erie it had been fonnd necessary to increase the obsarvmgfom of the United
States on the American lakes lying between the United States and Her Maj-
esty's ions, and beg to state in reply that I shall forward a copy of that
note to Her Majesty's Government.

‘Without wishing to prejudge the question, I must leave it to Her Majesty's
Government to decide as to whether such a measure, although only tempo-
rary in its effect, can be warranted by treaty stipulations.

I would, however, simply here recall to your recollection a note of Lord
Lyons, addressed to you on the 4th ultimo, which set forth the views of Her

ajesty’s Government when the question of abrogating the treaty limiting
the naval foree to be maintained upon the American lakes was brought before

Cougress.
I have the honor, ete., J. HUME BURNLEY.

Afr. W. H. Seward to the British Chargé d’ Affaires.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, October 1, 1364,

Brr: With reference to the previous correspondence between this Depart-
ment and Her British Majesty's tion upon the subject, I have the honor
to communicate a copy of a letter of yesterday, addressed to this Demtmeut
by the Secrem{iy of the Treasury, from which it appears that it been
deemed advisable at this juncture to charter the steam propeller Hector for
revenue-cutter purposes cn the lakes. Any excess which may be occasioned,
however, in the armament of vessels of the United States in this quarter over
the limit fixed by the arrangement of April, 15817, will be temporary only, and
as it has béen made necessary by an emergency probably not then foreseen,
may not be regarded as contrary to the spirit of the stipulations of that in-
strument.

I hava the honor, ete.,

WILLIAM H. SEWARD.

The British Chargé d'Affaires to Mr. William H. Seward.
‘WASHINGTON, October 4, 1854,
81R: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of r note of the 1st, rela-
tive to an increase of the American naval force in the Canadian and of
its inclosures, and beg to state in reply that I have to-day forwarded copies

to Her Majesty’'s Government.
I have the honor, etc., J. HUME BURNLEY.

Mr. Seward to Mr. Adams.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, October 2}, 1884,

Sir: It is my duty to invite, through yon, the serious attention of Her
jesty’s Government to the instances, which nnfortunately seem to be mul-
ti yi&%'. in which the British possessions in our neighborhood, both con-
tinen and insular, have been made bases for hostile proceedings of the
insurgents against country. The motives for such proceedings have
undoubtedly been, not a conviction that material damage wonld result di-
rectly from the hostile acts of the insurgents, but the hope that a just sense
of national dignity, and self-preservation on our part, might induce us to re-
sent the toleration of the British authorities, and ultimately, perhaps, lead
that Government to take part with the insurgents as an open and declared
enemy of the United States.

‘The insufficiency of the British nautrﬂitfy act and of the warnings of the
Quaen‘sProctan_mt on to arrest the causes of complaint referred to were an-

i early in the existing struggle, and that Government was asked to
apply a remedy by mm% an act more stringent in its character, such as
ours of the 10th of h, 1838, which was occasioned by a similar condition
of affairs. This request has not been complied with, though its reasonable-
ness and necessity have been shown by subsequent events.

The seizure by insurgents of the steamer Chesapeake, on the high seas
bound from New York to Portland, is familiar to you. Though the vessel
was ultimately released, the perpetrators of the deed escaped punishment,
Braine, one afy the leaders, has since found his way to Habana, and with other
conspirators has recentl , under similar circnmstances the steam

et Roanoke, which plies between that place and New York, and carried
er to Bermuda; but not receiving the hospitality that was expected there,
the vessel was taken outside the port and burned.

On Saturday, the 17th of September last, Lieut. Col. B. H. Hill, ac as-
sistant provost-m -general of Mi n, was advised by a person
Canada that a party was to be sent from Windsor, on the Canadian side of
the Detroit River, opposite Detroit, to a point within the jurisdiction of the
United States, for hostile pur

On Sunday evening, the 18th of tember, a man came on board the Philo
o she was 11;“3' at the dock in Detroit, and requested the clerk,

o0 i3 part owner of the Parsons, to call at SBandwich
on the Canada shore, 3 miles below Detroit, to receive him and party of
friends, who wished to go to Kellys Island, about 11 miles from SBandusky,
all that one of them was lame and could not well cross the ferry. The

No. 1136.]

Parsons, W
Mr. Walter T. Ashley, gr

Phi rsons sailed the next morning (Monday, the 19th of SBeptember) at 8
o'clock, with abont rm'gy p?ls&e rs. a @ person refarr?d to a:jli}:;:? asﬂht‘.:v-
mengagedwusorim an ¥ appeared imm T-
wxigrds. and at his request the steamer at gfmdwic.h, where his friends,

four in number, came on board.

At Malden, on the Canada side, where the steamer always stops, about 20
miles below Detroit and near the point where the Detroit River empties into
the lake, about 20 more camse on The number, not being unusual
excited no suspicion. The only baggage of the party was an ol ~fashioned
trunk, tied with rope, and which was afterwards ascertained to contain re-
volvers and large hatchets or hand axes. The steamer continued on her
conrse, and made her usual landings at North Bass, Middle Bass, and South
Bass islands—the latter being better known as Put in Bay Island. These
islands are nearly north of Sandusky and about 20 miles d t. They all
belong to the United States and are of the State of Ohio. Captain At-
wood, the eaptain of the steamer, left her at Middle Bass Island, where his

family reside. Having made these landings, the steamer went, on her course
to Kellys Island, about 7 miles farther on, and made her usual landing there.
tiy belonging to the same party, and

Here four men got on board, all apparen:
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it has been ascertained that one, who was seen among them after the capture
of the steamer, had been several days on the island, visiting the inhabitants
and pretending Lo be an nt for the sale of sewing machines.

Shortly after leaving Kelleys Island, abont 4 o’clock _in the afternoon, and
while she was directly on her course for Bandusky, the Philo Parsons was
selzed by the party who had got on board at SBandwich and Malden, and wus
headed to the eastward for nearly an hour, when she was turned back to
Middle Bass Island for fuel, the leader of the party having ascertained from
the mate and engineer that there was not enough to run many hours. Soon
after the Fhilo ﬁrsans reached Middle Bass Island, and while she was taking
in wood, the steamer Island Queen, which a&erfm-ms daily triFa from the
Bass Islands to SBandusky and k, came alongside and was immediately
seized. The engineer of the Islam:ll.e%mn, without giving any provocation,
was shot in the gca. The ball entered his cheek and ed out near the ear.
One person was cut in the head with a hatchet and bled profusely. Several
other persons were knocked down, and a large number were struck with the
butt ends of pistols and with hatchets, and some ten or a dozen shots were
fired. ir'I‘hnze passengers on both boats were landed at Middle Bass with a part
of their baggage.

After getti % a snpp]x of fuel the Philo Parsons ran out into the lake tow-
ing the Island Queen. At the distance of about 5 miles, according to one
statement, and a smaller distance according to others, the Island Queen was
scuttled by cutting her supply é}épe and was sent adrifv. Before filling she
drifted on a shoal, and was ﬁnnd n off a few days afterwards, having
plundered by the Eaﬂy who seized her, ° ;

After the Island Queen had been scuttled the Philo Parsons stood for San-
dusky Harbor, and was turned abont and steered for Malden, where she
arrived between 4 and 5 o’'clock on Tuesday morning, the 20th of September.
A few miles above Malden a yawl boat load of plunder was sent ashore on
the Canada side of the Detroit River. At Fighting Island, some 6 miles
above, the crews of both steamers were landed.

The Philo Parsons arrived at Sandwich at about 8 o'clock the same morn-
ing, and a pianoforte helongin%to her, & number of trucks, and the cabin
furniture were put ashore at the dock, where a custom-house officer almost
immediatel red. She was then scuttled by cutting her injection pipes
and cast off. ‘She partially filled, but was taken possession of a few hours
afterwards by the mate, who had come in a small steamer (the Pearl) from
Ecuse, who had her towed to Detroit.

The facts thus set forth having been substantiated by the depositions of
eyewitnesses of these occurrences, I addressed a note to J. Hume Burn-
ley, esq., Her Britannic Majesty’s chargé d'affaires, on the 13th instant, re-
questing, through him, that Her Majesty’s Government would, rggon the
arrest and commitment of the parties who perpetrated these de ations,
some of whom d by the names, respectively, of Bell, Hoult Brgsww Rob-
ert Drake, Burley, and Thomas (the names of others not being ascertained)
issue the necessary warrants for their delivery to Joseph i)immick and
James Henry, or to any other person duly authorized by the State of Ohio
to receive the fugitives, in order that they might be lrought back to the
United States for trial. This request was e on the ground that they
were guilty of the crimes of rob and assault with intent to commit mur-

thin the jurisdiction of the United States, and that, be fugitives
from the justice of the United Btates, their extradition was pro ed%lor by
the tenth article of the treaty of Washin Mr, Burnley has since in-
formed me that he referred the matter to Her Majesty’s provincial author-
ities. as is usual in such cases.

The primary object in capturing these steamers was confessedly to re-
lease the insurgent officers confined on Johnsons Island. There is reason to
believe that the conspiracy was organized and set in motion by prominent
insurgents, who have for some time past been rﬂﬁlﬂlﬂﬁ in for such
purposes. Indeed, this Department has proof that Mr. Jacob Thompson has
acknowledged that he was commissioned and provided with funds to carry
them into effect, and had interviews with conspicuous members of the gang
Jjust before the steamers were captured.

It is obvious that at the time of the informal arrangement between the
two Governments of April, 1817, limiting their naval force on the lakes, a con-
dition of things like the prasen£ could scarcely have been anticipa The
object of that arrangement was to prevent either %ty from keeping in
commission the considerable naval force which they both had employed in
thali quarter during ttlie% v::r th:%rin mtl.lhﬂyf closed. &

peace wWas expec continue, the force was an unnecessary burden
to both parties; but, on the contrary, if war should suddan.lg be renewed,
one or the other might, in anticipation of that event, have clandestinely or
otherwise so nnﬁmented its force as to insure to it & dangerous advantage.
Believing that these were the views entertained at the time the arran ent
was entered into, and that neither the United States nor Great Bri ex-
ted to relinquish their right to self-defense in the event of a civil war in
g?: territories of either by the limitation referred to, the Secretary of the
Treasury, a8 you will see from the correspondence, a of which is in-
closed, has chartered two ngpellers, one on Lake Erieand the other on Lake
Ontario, for the purpose of checking and suppressing depredations on our
trade and territory in that region similar to those above mentioned.

I had just prepared the foregoing statement of the transaction on Lake
Erie when information of a new and equally desperate outrage on another

rt of the border reached this Department. A band, said to consist of 25
gaespnrate men, clandestinely armed, crossed the frontier and proceeded in
several small parties, by stagecoach, to St. Albans, Vt., in the customary
way of travelers. At aconcerted time they raised a scene of terror in that
peaceful town, and broke into boarding houses and other buildings and car-
ried off large amounts of treasure, said to be §225,000, together with other val-
uable property. As soon as the pmila recovered from their surprise they
arose and hotly pursned the felons, who sought safety by returning on stolen
horses across the frontierinto a. The Canadian munici
to have cooperated with the pursuers from Vermont with

gence.

Twelve of the robbers were arrested, stri of their plunder, and taken
into custody by the Canadian authorities. It is also understood that a con-
siderable part of therecovered Emrparty was promptly restored toits owners.
Here the imperfect accounts which I have received of this transaction end.
I have requested J. Hume Burnley, esq.. Her Majesty’scharged'affaires here,
that the felons may be detained until, after having obtained the exact infor-
mation which is essential, I shall have addressed to the British Government
a demand for the surrender of the offenders in conformity with the provi-
sions for extradition contained in the Ashburton treaty. The subject has
been discussed in a friendly spirit between myself and Mr. Burnley, who has
received telegraphic advices from Lord Lyons, who yet remainsin New York.
I give you a copy of a note which I addressed to Mr. Burnley on the 21st in-
stant, and also a WLE{ of a note I afterwards received from him in answer to
my verbalrequest that Lord Monck. the Governor-General, should be advised
to detain the offenders for extradition.

I wish you to bring this transaction also to the notice of Earl Russell, and
gay to him that, taken in connection with events of the same character which
have occurred on the Canadian frontier, it is regarded here as deserving
Eum t and decisive proceedings on the part of Her Majesty's Governmen:

orger to prevent danger of ultimate conflict upon the Canadian bor-

1 agents seem
ty and dili-

ders. Itisa pleasant circnmstance that. in making this communication, we
are not onlya?a]e but are obliged toacknowledge that the Canadian executive
authority has, in this instance, thus far cooperated with this Government in
faithful and ent efforts to bring the disturbers of the public peace to due
account. It is, however, impossible to resist the conviction that peace can
nof be reliably maintained upon the border unless more effective measures

all be adopted to secure that end than those that have hitherto been used
by both Governments.

We know well, although we have not judicial evidence, that all the move-
ments of this character are set on foot by Jacob Thompson and other dis-
loyal American citizens, who are temporarily domiciled in Canada and fur-
nished with funds there for these iniquitous purposes through the
institutions of It is now my duty to instruct you to give notice to
Earl Raussell, in conformity with the trentmesermticn of that right, that
at the expiration of six months after yon shall have made this communica-
tion the United States will deem themselves at liberty to increase the naval
armament upon the lakes if, in their judgment, the condition of affairs in
that quarter shall require it. And yon will be careful to advise us of the day
on which this notice is given.

You will assure the earl, however, that this proceeding is adopted only as
o necessary measure of national de . and not only with no pur of
hostility, but, on the other hand, with a desire no less earnest than hereto-
fore to preserve the most friendly relations with Great Britain. Moreover,
this Government will in every case direct its best efforts to prevent invasion
of British territory, whether by way of ular retaliation or otherwise. It
is not for us to indicate the means Her esty's Government should adopt
to maintain neutrality on their side of the border. You will again
to Her Majesty's Government that in our opinion a policy similar to 1]
which was inaugurated by our enactment before mentioned might be fol-
lowed with advantage by Great Britain in the American provinces during
our present civil war. s

I should fail, however, to “Bam a sincere conviction of this Government
if I should not repeat now what I bave heretofore so often had occasion to
say, that practically the cy of neutrality which Her Majesty has pro-
claimed has failed aswell in the British home ports as in the British colonies,
and especiall&m the latter, and that it must continue to fail more conspicu-
ously every + 80 long as asylum is allowed there to active enemies of the
United States and they are in any way able, by evasion or othe to use
the British ports and British borders as a base for felonious depredations
against the citizens of the United States. Norare we able to conceive of any
remedy adequate to the present exigency but the recognition Her
M 'est?‘s Government of the just and exclusive sovereignty of the United
?ht?}aseon all the rnters and territories legally subject to the jurisdiction of

vernmen

I use the word “exigency ' with a consciousness of its just effects. The
welfareand prosperity of the British provinceson our bordersareas sincerely
desired by us as they can be by the British Government. In ::Emcﬁml sense
these provinces are sources of wealth and influence for the United States, al-

tho they are subject to a for jurisdiction. We have proved that this
isa reconviction on our part by entering intorelations of reci

free
trade with the British provinces almost as In te as the rehﬁm&eo
trade which, under our Constitution, prevail between the several States of
the American Union. Thns far we have been content with these relations,

-and probably we should remain content whether the coloniesadhere to their

ties with Great Britain or, with her consent, should assume the responsibili-
ties of self-government, provided always that our friendship is mtd
while peace and harmony on the border are essential to the very ce of

such friendship.

On the other hand, we have a ht to expect that the dwellers within
these provinces will be content to fulfill toward us the obligations of good
neighborhood, as we are expected to fulfill the same obligations on our part.
Even if this Government could be satisfied with less than what I have thus
indicated, it must, nevertheless, be admitted that, from the vall:g force of
circumstances, peace could hardly be expected to prevail on a border which
should afford to the communities which it divides no adequate protection
against mutual i

Political agitation is as

on and reprisal. =
nent in the Britlsh American provinces as it is
here. It isnoteasy toforesee how soonrevolutionary movements mayappear
there. Every provocation now given to Americans will be erfy to be
claimed as a precedent in that case for intrusion from this side of the lakes.
Wonld it not be wise to establish a proper system of repression now, which
would prove a rock of safety for both countries hereafter?

I am, sir, your obedient servant,
WILLIAM H. EEWARD.
CHARLES FRAXCIS ApAms, Esq.

Mr, Fessenden to Mr. Seward.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
September 23, 1364,
S1r: I have the honor to inform you that a steam propeller hasbeen put in
commission as a revenne v to cruise on the lakes.
I deem it proper to acquaint you with this fact, in view of any treaty
which may exist on this subject.

I am, very respectfully, 'W. P. FESSENDEN,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Hon. WILLIAM H. SEWARD,
Secretary of State.

AMr. Seward to Mr. Fessenden.

DEPARTMENT OF BTATE,

Washington, September 30, 1565,
81R: I inclosa for your perusal a copy of a telegram of the 23d instant from
General Hitcheock, at Sandusky, to the Secretary of War, which I will thank

you to cause to be returned to this Department.
I have the honor to be, your obedient servant,

WILLIAM H. SEWARD.

Hon. WiLLiAM P. anaxxnxx}w

Secretary of the Treasury.

Major-General Hitchcock to Ar. Stanion.

[Telegram.]
BAXDUSKY, OHTO, September 23, 1564

S1r: I take upon mysslf to express an opinion that the safety of our com-
merce on the , and the security of the citiesalong the lakeshores, makes
it of the highest im ce, if not an indispensable necessity, that the Gov-
ernment should have several armed vessels fully manned to prevent the
rebels, who find security in Canada, from seizing steamers egfsged in com-
merce and converting them into war vmni & few of which they may,
if not prevented, do us incalculable . Ex-Secretary Thompson
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employed in Canada in setting on foot expeditions of the most dangerous
character.

The recent seizure of two steamersin this vicinity has, indeed, terminated
disastrously for the projectors of the horrible scheme, but the demonstration
actually made is a sufficient warning to induce our Government to take im-
mediate measures to gnard against a repetition of it. It will be but an act of
self-defense, and from the disclosures made by Cocle, now in arrest at John-
gons Island, earnestly recommend that no time be lost in putting afloat
armed v upon Lake Ontario, and speedj}ﬁpon the upper lakes also. I
suppose we are am in war, rendering this step justifiable under the
treaty of eighteen (1815), but it is my duty to speak only the justifying
C. A. HITCHCOCK,

ty of the case.
Major-General Volunteers.
Hon. Epwix M. STANTON,
Secretary of War.

My, Fessenden to Mr, Seward.
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, Seplember 30, 1504.

81Rr: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of gonr letter of this
date, transmitting telegram from General Hitch and tostate that this

De ent has tnis day chartered the steam er Hector (at Oswego,

N.Y.,) for revenue-cutter purposes. This vme{ ther with the Winslow,

gllmrtnred at Buffalo a few days since, will be fitted for service with all possi-
e

dispatch.
The telegram is herewith returned.
I am, very respectfully,

Hon. WILLIAM H. SEWAR
Secretary of State.

W. P. FESSENDEN,
Secretary of the Treasury.

My, Thurston to Mr. Seward.

" No. 61. UNITED STATES CONSULATE-GENERAL,
] Montreal, October 20, 1365,

S1r: Yesterday afternoon, just after I had left the consulate, about one-
half past 6 o'clock, the evening paper was shown me, and my notice directed
to an article announcing that a my of twenty or thirty men had attacked
8t. Albans, Vt.; had robbed the s of 100,000 or $200,000; had also stolen
sufficient number of horses to mount them. and had escaped, after sev-
eral citizens and wounding others. I could not credit the report, and imme-
diately telegraphed to G. Merrill, esq., superintendent of the Vermont Cen-
tral Railroad, who returned reply herewith inclosed. J udga Aldis, of the
supreme court of Vermont, the gentleman mentioned in the telegram, ar-
rived here at 11 o'clock last night. Directly he arrived we iprooeeded to the
house of the chief of police, and made request that he would send a body of
his police force to the frontiers and arrest all suspicious persons

The chief declining to act without authority of his superior, Judge Cour-
gol, of the gquarter sessions of this city, and whose jurisdiction embraces also
the district through which the raiders must pass to Montreal, invited
us to visit the judge with him to obtain his consent. Accordingly we %&-
ceeded to the residence of J m;ge Coursol, called him from his and laid
the object of our visit before him. After some consultation, Judiile Coursol
decided to proceed to 8t. Johns, where he bad a sergeant of special frontier
police and several men, taking with him several men from this city also, and
Lo render all the assistance in his power to arrest the raiders if they at-
tempted to pass into Canada on the cars, either at Bt. Johns or beyond it.
He \grected the chief of police to accompany him, and assured us that any-
thing the Canadian authorities could do they would, and most cheerfully and

romptly render every aid possible to arrest the parties concerned in this

g attack to rob and murder the ful citizens of Vermont.

Thﬁmurning, at & quarter before Bfthey took the cars to St. Johns. Judge
Coursol informed me that he had a foree of 80 police distributed along
the frontier, on the thoroughfares and other p to arrest deserters from
the regiments stationed at Montreal and Quebec; that, should it be neces-
gary, he would call in all this foree, and detail as many men from the police
force of Montreal, if it were required. While writing this dispatch a tele-
gram was brought me, directed to Judge Coursol, announcing that six of the
robbers of the ks of St. Albans were arrested at Stanbridge, and a few
minntes after another telegram from Judge Aldis, who returned this morn-
ing with the other parties, stating that two men had been caught, all of the
aight having large amounts of money on their persons. Among the number
arrested was the leader of this raid. The details of this outrage, written by
Judge Aldis, who was in St. Albans when the raiders made the attack, I have
the honor herewith to inclose, together with the telegram received.

The promptness with which Judge Coursol and the chief of the police have
responded to our request for assistance, the kindness and courtesy with which
they have received us, and the efficient services rendered, show the deter-
mination of the Canadian government and its officials to arrest all offenders
under the treaty against the laws of the United States and the cordial good
feeling which they entertain toward our Government. I to assure the
Department that everything has been done by the officers of this consulate
to ren‘%aiih all possible nasisltance ﬁtg the citizens oftVermorE:.

eat respect, I am, our obedient servan
2 = L D. THURSTON,
United States Consul.

passing into

Hon. WiLLTAM H. BEWARD,

Szcretary of State, 'ﬂ’ashfngtan.
During the two or three days a number oégrsons. inall about thirty,
came to gt. ns by twos and | in the erent trains, and stop

at the hotels. They were dressed like ordinary travelers, and attrac no
attention. To-day (October 19), at about 8 p. m., and at the same moment,

rties of five each entered the three banks, and,armed with revolvers, which

ey presented at the heads of the cashiers or tellers who were in, threat-
ened to shoot them if they resisted or made any noise, and demanded the
money. ce was out of the question, for in one bank only the cashier
was in, in another one teller, and in the third two tellers only. ey robbed
the banks of what money they could find—the vaults and safes being open—
and took an amount in all %erhape 150,000 or $200,000. While these persons
were robbing the banks their confederates at the same time went to the
hotels and livery stables and seized horses in order therewith to escape to

The whole matter was transacted within less than an hour. Of course in
seizing the horses they met with resistance, for this had to be done openly,
and they fired a half a dozen shots each at Mr. Fuller, the liveryman, and at
Mr. , the keftper of the American Hotel. While stealing the horses the;
also fired at Mr. Morrison, who was walking peaceably on the sidew:
on the o-e;;mita side of the street, and wounded in the groin, it is feared

@

fatally. y also shot Mr. Huntington, woun him in the hip, and slightly
wounded another. As soon as they had got toge horses enough they

for the north, taking the road by way of Sheldon (where it is mm they
intended to rob the uoi k), and thence probably by in to
Pigeon Hill or to Frelighsburg, in Canada. They all came from Canada, so
far as their arrivals can be traced. On the plank road, about a mile north of
B8t. Albans, they shot a young girl by the roadside. They threatened to burn
the depot and other buildings, but )im'ba.hly felt that delays were dangerous.

There was scareel{ a gun or pistol in the village; but in about half an hour
after they left 12 or 15 of our citizens, who succeeded in getting Euns went
in pursuit of them. When about halfway to Sheldon they were of ns
gk g E“hm about a mile of the robbers. It is to be hoped they were over-

en there.

Some of the leaders appeared to be disposed to commit no greater ontrages
than robbing the banks; others seemed to be desperadoes, wretches ready
for m%acrime. and bent on wanton murder.

The banks have offered a reward of §10,000,

[Vermont and Boston Telegraph Gcmgaﬁny—OEw 88 St. Francois Xavier

MONTREAL, October 19, 1564,
[By telegraph from St. Albans, Vt.]

Judge Aldis left here on sx;gergas train to-night for Montreal. The raide:
some 20 or 25 mat‘h have collected here withinafewdays. Had evidently ]arﬁ
their uﬁkms: simultaneously entered and robbed the three banks of from
$100,000 to $£200,000; seized horses and saddles enough to mount the Imrty.
shoo&lﬁall persons who resisted, and started for Sheldon, probably to rob
the there and then escape to They were pursued by a party

of citizens on horseback, arm
G. MERRILL, Superintendent.
D. THURSTON,
United States Vice-Consul-General.

ermont and Boston Tel h Com —Office 38 8t. Fran Xavier
v egrap! Fl]my cois

MONTREAL, October 20, 1864,
[By telegraph from 8t. Albans.]
To DAVID THURSTON, Vice-Consul:

‘We have arrested two of the robbers on this side of the line, and have
them in jail, with considerable money on their persons. Six more have been
taken at Stanbridge, or Frelighsburg, among them their leader, and about
£50,000 of the money. The whole couni:ry. both sides of the line, is alive with
zeal to arrest them. Our governor, too, much pleased to hear the Canadian
authorities so prompt.

A. 0. ALDIS.

My. Burnley to Mr. Seward.
2 WASHINGTON, December 17, 1564,
S1r: I have the honor to communicate to you, under the instructions
which I have received from Her Majesty's principal secretary of state for
foreign affairs, the inclosed copy of a dispatch addressed to Lord Lyons rela-
tive to the intention of the United States Government, in conformity with
the treaty reservation right, to increase their naval armament upon the
North American lakes. X
I have the honor to be, with the highest consideration, sir, your most
obedient, humble servant,
J. HUME BURNLEY.

Hon. WiLL1AM H. BEWARD, ete.

Earl Russell to Lord Lyons.
FOREIGN OFFICE, November 26, 1861,

My Lorp: Your Iordsht;}p.tn our dispatch of the 28th nltimo, has referred
to the intention of the Uni BStates Government to give notice to Her
Majesty's Government that, in conforntxie? with the treaty reservation
of the right to give such notice, the United States Government will deem
themselves at rty, at the expiration of six months after the communica-
tion shall have been made, to increase their naval armament upon the North
American lakes, if in their judgment the condition of affairsshould require
it; and you have inclosed a copy of a dispatch from Mr. Seward to Mr.
Adams, which, after referring to the case of the Chesapeake, and after relat-
ing various ncts of aggression from Canada, namel)y the seizure and destruc-
tion of the Philo Parsons and Island Queen on the lakes, and the attack upon
the town of St. Albans, in Vermont, by a of 25 men, issuing from the
British territor .?eroceedu tolaggiqwn the following important propositions:

1. “The insufficiency of the British neutrality act, and of the warnings of
the Queen's proclamation to arrest the canses of the complaint referrass to,
were a.ntlci;lalated early in the existing struggle, and the (British) Govern-
ment was asked to apply a remedy h}ifaasin an act more stringent in its
character, such as ours of the 10th of March, which was oned by a
similar condition of affairs.”” This request not been complied with,
though its reasonableness and necessity have been shown g{rmbaoquent acts,

2, “Itis now my duty to instruct you to give notice to 1Russell, in con-
formity with the ty reservation of that right, that at the egirntion of
six months after you sga.ll have made this communication the United States
will deem themselves at liberty to increase the naval armaments upon the
lakes, iriin‘:‘.heir judgment the condition of affairs in that quarter shall then

nire it.

3. After again recurring to the measure of 1838, Mr. Seward says: “Ishould
fail, however, to express a sincere conviction of this Government if I should
not repeat now what I have heretofore so often had occasion to say—that

ctically the po]}cE of neutrality which Her Majesty has proclaimed has
ailed as well in the British home ports as in the British colonies, and espe-
cially in thelatter, and that it must continue to fail more conspicuounsly every
day so long as asyium is allowed there to active agents of the enemies of the
United States, and they are in any way able. by evasion or otherwise, to use
the British ports and British borders as a base for felonious depredations
against the citizens of the United States; nor are we able to conceive of an
remedy adequate to the present e ney but the recognition lg Her Maj-
esty’s éovemment. of the first and exclusive sovereignty of the United States
g: all the w:t.grs and territories legally subject to the jurisdiction of this
overnment.’

On the 234 instant I received from Mr. Adams the note which I inclose
and the several documents annexed to it; but as they are the same in sub-
stance as the communication you have sent me, I think it will be more con-
vfc%i;r;g' to deal with the formal and authoritative dispatch of the Secretary
o

1. The reference to the act of March 10, 1838 (of which I inclose a copy)
will not have any application with to vessels leaving the shores o
the United Kingdam The difficulty in to vessels fitted out or
equipped in our home ports has always in proving that the vessel
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was “ provided or prepared for any military expedition or en rise against
the telgrito‘r¥ or dominions of any foreign prince or state v?{!g whom Her
Majesty is at peace;” and a similar difficulty would be found in enacting a
law exactly copied from the United States act of March 10, 1838. With re-
gard to * tartl"'?a)rias conterminous with the United States,” it might. indeed,
more easily be proved, with respect to any military bodies assembled near
the border, that they were intended to cross the frontier in hostility to a
state vwith whom Her Majesty is at peace.

On  ispart of the question I have to desire yon to assure Mr. Seward
that the argl'ect is undergoing the most searching investigation by the law
officers of ﬂie Crown, with a view to take the most effectual measures to
prevent incursions from the bordering British provinces into the territory
of the United States. In the meantime I have to observe that in the early

of the war, while active efforts were made to fit out, in British ports, ships
ntended to be com]{}:t.ed in the waters of other nentral states as ships-of-
war, and thence to be employed as cruisers against the United States, but
few, if any, attempts were made to disturb the frontier of military
or naval expeditions. Hence. the act of Congress of March, was not
considered to be a]paplicahle to the existing state of affairs. I may alsoobserye
that during the late insurrection in Poland, although the Governments of
Austria an were, from a regard to their own interests, unfavorable
to that insurrection, and although their means of re on were much more
available and much more energetic than ours ever can be, yet insurgent ex-
peditions from Galiciaand from the Duchg of Posen were of v uent
occurrence. The Governor of it is admitted by the United States
Government, has done all that he counld lawfully do, and if his efforts should
fail and other measures of re on consistent with the nature of our Gov-
ernment shall be found requisite, Her Majesty's Government will not hesi-
tate to propose them.

2. It is perfectly coma:tant to the United States to give notice that at the
end of six months that Government will be at liberty to increase their naval
force on the lakes. It is certainly true that while both nations are disarmed
on thg il;l]wa. Bin;araudell;a or dapreﬂﬁto?h mas;y d;aiﬁogf or mptnbr: Wﬁd
vesse| on, to either party. Her Majes course, be a riy
also to incressegher naval force on the lakes at the iration of the six
months after notice if she shall think fit so to do. But it is to be hoped that
when is restored the former agreement, which was formed upon just
anttlm mth considerations, may be renewed as one that must be advantageous
to parties.

3. The next proposition of the Secretary of State declares the neutrality
proclaimed by Her Majesty to have failed, as well in the British home ports
as in the colonies; that it must continue to fail so ‘Iong as asylum is allowed
there to active agents of the enemies of the United States, and so long as
those persons are in any way able, by evasion or otherwise, to use the British
ports and British borders as a base for felonious depredations; and the Sec-
retary of State adds that the only remedy which the Government of the
TUnited States is able to conceive is the “recognition by Her Majesty’s Gov-
ernment of the first and exclusive sovereignty of the United States in all the
wategs and territories legally subject to the jurisdiction of this Govern.
mBl’I "

It appears to Her Majesty's Government that this proposal amounts to
nuthinﬁ less than a demand that Great Britain should cease to acknowled,
the be rent character of the Southern States and treat the Bouthern citi-
zens as felons and pirates. In order to consider this matter fully, I find it
necessary to recur to the events of the last three years.

President Lincoln, immediately after his accession to powerin 1861, found
himself face to face with a most formidable insurrection. In the month of
April, 181, he ordered a levy of 75,000 men to meet the danger. Finding this
number insufficient, armies of three, four, and even seven hundred thonsand
men have been raised, embodied, marched, exposed to battles and sieges,
worn by fight and fever, exhausted, consumed, and replenished in this
mighty contest. With similar Ipnrposes the President, in the same month
of April, 1861, proclaimed the blockade of the coast of seven States, and the
blockade of two other States was added immodiatelﬁ{.nftm'warda. A navy
was suddenly created, supposed to be adequate to the task of blockading
8,000 miles of coast.

Her Majesty’s Government could not, any more than the other powers of
Europe, fail to recognize in the vast extent of the territories involved in
hostilities, and in the flerce nature of the contest, a civil war of the most ex-
traordinary character. ;

In proclaiming that both parties in this vast war were to be treated as
belligerents, and in admitting the validity of a blockade of 8,000 miles of
coast, Her Majesty's Government acknowledged an existing fact, and recog-
nized the international law applicable to that fact. But Her Maj 's Gov-
ernment could not disguise from themselves the difficulties which wonld
beset, under any state of law, the task of preventing undue aid being
by individuals among the Queen’s subjects to one or the other of the
ents. The identi:ﬁ of language, the increasing intercourse of trade, the im-
mense extent of 8 inuil ing carried on in this country, and the ingenuity
of speculators in defeating laws and proclamations made it im le that
there should not be many escapes from the vigilance of the Government,
and many successful stratagems to disguise hostile fproeae{lin

Still Her Majesty's Government counted on the fair consideration by the
Government of the United States of what was possibile on their estimate of
the honest intention of the British Executive, and their knowledge of the
latitude, both of opinion and of action, prevailing among a people nurtured
like that of the United States in free institutions,

Her Majesty’s \jovernment also thought that the United States must be
aware that the law of nations and the circumstances of the war gave an im-
mense advantage to the Federalists against the Confederates in obtaining
warlike supplies. In confirmation of tﬁu:emark. it may be reckoned thaﬁ

ides very many batteries of artillery, 500,000 rifles have been manufactured
in this country and conveyed tothe shoresof the Northern States, to be used
by the Federal troops in the war. It may safely be said, also, that many
thonsands of the Queen’s subjects have held those rifles against the breasts
of men whom Her Majesty doesnot regard as her enemies.

The supplies sent to the Confederates are, on the other hand, very com-
monly intercepted and captured on the sea by Federal ships of war. Her
Majhesty’n Government, however, have put in foree impartially the provisions
of the law, and have prosecuted tho:ze persons who. in apparent violation of
that law, have fitted out vessels in our ports with the purpose, as it was be-
lieved, in aiding in hostilities against the United States, or who have been en-

ed in enlisting seamen or recruits in the service of either belligerent: and

er Majesty's Government havesucceeded in preventing the departure from

the Clyde and the Mersey of several ships intended for the service of the
Confederates.

Such being the state of affairs, Her Majesty’s Government are not pre-
pared either to deny to the Southern States belligerent rights or to propose
tgr iP’m"li:lx\::nt ent to make the laws of the United Kingdom generally more
stringent.

To allow to the United States the belligerent rights of blockade and of

ven
ger-

search and detention to the widest extent, and to refuse them al ther to
the other ¥ in the civil war, who have possession of an ex ve terri-
tory, who have all the forms of a government, framed on the mold

of that of the United States, and who are wielding large regular armies,
would, Her Majesty's Government ﬁrasumes to think, be as contrary to the
pr:lcto;ﬁrﬁ ci nations as it would be to the rules of justice and of inter-
na W.

Neither can Her Majesty's Government refuse an asylum to persons land-
ing on our shores and cr.u';fm't:r:lir.lfi to our laws, merely use such goraons
may be ormay have been in hostility with a government or nation with whom
Her Majesty is at peace. 4

The Congress and President of the United States have thought themselves
compelled, by the necessity of internal war, to t and curtail the liber-
ties of the d'people of those States. Her Maj {‘s Government do not ﬁjm
sume to judge of that necessity, but they can not find in the hostilities which
prevail on the continent of North America any justification for so altering
the laws of the United Kingdom as to deprive the citizens of the Southern
States of America of that asylum which Great Britain has always afforded
to men of all nations and of all political opinions.

But while the Government of the United States complain that Her Majesty's
policy of nentrality has failed. Her Majesty's Government have had frequent
occasion to complain that the United States have carried beyond all acknowl-
edged limits the rights of bel rents. The crews of vessels seized as block-
ade runners, who, by the law of nations, are only subject to detention till the
case of the vessel in which they were found has been in a prize court,
have been subjected to confinementfor indefinite periods of time as prisoners
of war,and Her Majesty's Government have more than once felt it to be their
duty to express their opinion that such proceedings are & plain and clear vio-
lation of neutral rights.

The United States Government have also compelled British merchants

trading between New York and a neutral port to give bonds for the conduet
to be observed by them in that port and for the direction of their future
Yo plain tenor of the treaties subsisting between

ynges. and this is against the
Great Britain and the United States.

The Government of the United States have likewise permitted their sub-
ordinates and remitln%sgenta to enlist British subjects who had been
drugged, and had not, when so enlisted, recovered from the effects of the
treatment to which they had been subjected.

If Her Ma,]hesty‘s Government have not resisted more strenuously than
they have hitherto done those illegal and unfriendly prceeedings, the cause
is to be found in their belief that the passion and excitement of the contest
have, for a time, o the sense of justice and respect for law which
usually distinguish the United States, and that with the close of the contest
gkm consideration will return, and a just view of these transactions will be

1.

The welfare and Frosperity of the United States are earnestly desired
the Government of Her Majesty, and the necessity of secaring peace an
harmony on the borders between the British and the United States territory
is fully acknowledged. With this disposition on both sides, Her HA}esty‘s
Government can not doubt that adequate means of repression will be found,
and that failure will attend any wicked attempts which may be made
to involve the two nations in the ties of war.

It is a pleasure to me to conclude this dispatch Ef noticing the handsome
terms in w the Secretary of State declares himself not only able but
obliged to acknowledge that the Canadian authority has, in the last-men-
tioned instance, ** thus far enoperated with this Government in faithful and
diligent efforts to bring the disturbers of public to justice.,”” Her Maj-
esty’s Government trust such fajthful cooperation in the performance of
friendly offices may long on both sides continue,.

8 ltléave to instruct you to give a copy of this dispatch to the Hecretary of
tate.
Iam, ete.,

Lord Lyoxs, @&. C. B, ete.

RUSSELL.

President Lincoln to the Senate.,

To the SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

In compliance with the resolution of the Senate of the 15th nltimo, request-
ing information concerning an arrangement limiting the naval armament on
the lakes, 1 transmit a report of this date from the Secretary of State, to
whom the resolution was referred.

ABRAHAM LINCOLN.

WASHINGTON, Junuary 9, 1865,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, January 9, 1865

The Secretary of State, to whom has been referred the resolution of the Sen-
ate of the 15th ultimo, requesting the President, if not inconsistent with the
public interest, to furnish to that body any information on the files of the De-
partment of State eonr:ernh:ﬁha paper published in the volume of treaties,
and entitled “Arrangement between the United States and Great Britain,
between Richard Rush, esEnact as Secretary of State, and the Right
Hon. Charles Bagot, His Bri nicullfa:]eat. 's envoy extraordinary, relating
to the naval force to be maintained upon the American lakes,” has the honor

to report that the correspondence between Messrs. Monroe and Rush and
Mr. t was communicated to the S5enate by President Monroe on the 6th
of April, 1818, a copy of whose message on the subject, with the accompany-

ing l?apars. is to be found in the series of American State papers blished
by Messrs, G Seaton under the anthority of Congress, Class 1, Foreign
Relations, Volume IV, ?&g&s 202 to 207, inclusive.

From these papers it will be seen that the limitation of the force to be
maintained was sought by this Government. Although the convention
seems somewhat informal, as published in the Revised Statutes, yet upon
consulting the original %}apera t appears to have been duly approved by the
Benate, ratified by the President, and proclaimed as law.

Though the document refe: to does not contain all the correspondence
on the subject, that which was reserved does not appear to be material to a
proper understanding of it.

fully submitted,

W. H. SEWARD.
The PRESIDENT.

M. Seward to Mr. Burnley.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, January 10, 1855.

81R: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 17th
ultimo, communicating to me, under the instruction of Her Britannic Majes-
Ey's Government, a oolfgnof a dispatch of the 26th of November last, ad-
ressed by Earl Russe! Lord Lyons, in regard to the notice given by this
Government for the termination of the existmlgmmnventinnnl arrangement
tween Great Britain and the United States ting the nayal force of the
res'gectiva governments on the lakes, and to the reasons which prompted

that notice. ;
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The views and which Earl Russell has thus presented to this
Government will receive an attentive consideration.
I have the honor to be, with the highest regnrd\%.r. Eanr obedient servant,

M H. SEWARD.
J. Heme BursLEY, Esq.,ete.

Afr, Sumner to AMr. Seward.
BENATE CHAMBER, January 10, 1855,
S1r: Iam directed Eﬁmtha Committes on Foreign Relations to ask you for
a copy of the notice w has been given to terminate the treaty of 1517 with
Great Britain as to our armament upon the lakes. This has become neces-
gary to determine the character of the legislation which may be expedient.
I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant,

CHARLES SUMNER.
The SECRETARY OF STATE, Washington, D. C.

Afr. Seward to Mr. Sumner,

DEPARTMENRT OF STATE,
Washington, Jenuary 12, 1865,
Sir: Thave the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 10th
instant, asking for a copy of the notice which has been given to terminate
the treaty of 1817 with Great Britain as to our armament on the lakes, and,
in compliance with your request, to inclose & wp‘{ of a dispateh of the 25th of
November, 1864, No. 821, from Charles Francis Adams, ., our minister at
London, and its accompaniment. As the substance of the instruction in
obedience to which Mr. Adums gave the notice is embodied in his note to
Earl Russell, and as that instruction is included in the diplomatic corre-
spondence n.ccom{mnymi the President’s last annual message, which is now
in the hands of the Public Printer, it is not considered necessary now to
furnish a copy thereof. 5
I have the honor to be, sir, your obedient servant,
WILLIAM H. SEWARD.
Hon. CHARLES SUMNER,

Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, Senate.

Ar. Seward to Mr. Adams.
No. 1289.]
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, March 8, 1855
S1r: The notice which has been given by this Government for the termi-
nation of the convention of April, 1817, limiting the naval force on the lakes,
was indispensable to enable us technically with honor to protect ourselves
from t incursion from Canadian territory. As it is hoped
believed that, under existin,
character may be apprehended, you may say to Lord Russell that we are
uite willing that the convention should remain practically in foree; that
ghhz Government has not constructed or commen: buildmgr:my additional
war vessels on the lakes or added to the armament of the single one which
was previously its W: and that no such vessels will in future be bauilt
or armed by us in that quarter,
It is hoped and expected, however, that Her Majesty's Government, on its
50 long as this determination shall be observed in good faith by that of
@ United States, will neither construct nor arm nor introduce armed ves-
gels in excess of the foree stipulated for by the convention referred to.

I sir, etc.
BIE; ! WILLIAM H. SEWARD.

Sir F. Bruce to Mr. Hunter,
WASHINGTON, June 15, 1845

Bir: You will doubtless recollect that in November last formal notice was

ven to Her Majesty's Government by the American minister in London

t at the expiration of six months the Government of the United States

would deem themselves at liberty to increase, if they saw fit, their naval
armament on the lakes. 5 :

In however, Mr. Adams, in compliance with instructions dated
March 8, informed Her Msuestﬁ‘s Government that the Government of the
United Btates were quite willing that the agreement of 1817in re%u-d to
armament on the lakes should remain practically in force; that the United
Btates had not constructed any additional war vessels on the lakes, and that
no such vessel would be built or armed by them in that quarter, and that
they hoped the same course would be pursued by the British Government.

1t may admit of a doubt whether the notice of the ab tion of the

nt has been rendere tive by the communication thus made

the American minister, and, as it is essential that no misapprehen-
sion should exist on so important a point. I am instructed to ascertain
whether the dispatch to Mr. Adams of the 8th of March was intended as a
formal withdrawal of the notice given the American minister to Earl
Russell on November 23, or whether, as period of six months from the
date of that notice has now elapsed, the ment of 1817 is virtually at
an end, and the abstinence of either party increasing its force on the
lakes without further notice rests merely on the good
unfe by any diplomatic engagement.

Her Majesty’s Government consider that in the latter case a very incon-
venient state of things would exist; and I am directed to add that it appears
to Her Majesty's Government that the best course would be that the notice
of November 23 should be formally withdrawn, whereby the ent of
1817 would remain unimpaired and would continue binding on both parties
until six months after fresh notice by either of them of its abrogation.

I have the honor to be, with high consideration, sir, your most obedient,

bl
i e FREDERICK W. A. BRUCE.
Hon. WiLLiAx HUNTER.

AMr. Seward to Sir F. Bruce.

DEPARTMEST OF STATE,
Washington, June 18, 1865,

Sir: T have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of yester-
day relative to the notice given by Mr. Adams to Earl Russell in November,
18064, and also having reference to a subsequent note of the 8th of March.
which Mr. Adams addressed to his lordship, touching the increase of naval
armaments on the lakes. In reply I have the honor to inform you that the
instruction to the United States minister at London, upon which his note of
the Sth of March, referred to, was based, was inténded as a withdrawal of
g:e previong notice within the time allowed, and that it is so held by this

overnmen

and
circumstances, no further incursions of that

pleasure of each,

I have the honor to be, with high consideration. sir, your ocbedient servant
i3 e WILLIAM H. SEWARD.

Hon. Sir FREDERICK W. A. BRUCE, ete.
Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I would state that I understand the

subject which has been referred to by gentlemen who have just
addressed the committee—the modification of the convention of
treaty between Great Britain and the Government of the United
States—was also discussed by the joint high commission appointed
by both Governments some two or three years ago. ing in
behalf of the Naval Committee, I havealways felt that the modifi-
cation of the convention or treaty in question was nota matter
within the jurisdiction of the Naval Committee. It ismore prop-
erly, in my opinion, for the State Department or the Committee
on Foreign Affairs,

I hope the Clerk will proceed with the reading of the bill.
g_thll;?]FHAIRMAN - Clerk will proceed with the reading of

e bill. ‘

The Clerk read as follows:

Naval proving ground: For the purchase of additional land for the naval
proving ground at Indian Head, $18,000.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment on
page 11, line 15, to strike out the word ‘‘eighteen” and insert
¥ twgnty-ﬁve.” This is done at the request of the Navy Depart-
ment.

The amendment was read, as follows:

On 11, line 15, strike out * eighteen " and insert " twenty-five; " so tha
it will read $25,000, . A

Mr. GAINES. Mr, Chairman, I desire to ask the chairman of
the committee reporting this bill why this increase is necessary,
and if it is becanse we have been having trouble down at the Indian
Head proving ground because of shooting into some contiguous
property, endangering life and limb? I saw a good deal said
about that thron%h the press, and also that the matter had gotten
into the courts by an injunction suit. I would like to ask the
gentleman what the result of that litigation has been,

Mr, FOSS. The litiﬁation is still pending. The Navy Depart-
ment has been in trouble down there, owing to the fact that this
complainant’s property is within range of their guns. It asks
this amount to purchase this Iand.

Mr. GAINES. And thisincreased appropriation is to purchase
the land of the party who is now in litigation with the Govern-
ment about it?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the
amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois [ Mr, Foss].

The amendment was agreed to. !

Mr. BOUTELL of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to incorporate into the few remarks that [ made the re-
port that I referred to. I find that it is exhausted, and I think it
might be interesting to the House. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Bou-
TELL] agks permission to add to his remarks the report to which
he refers. 1Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The Clerk read as follows:

Ocean and lake surveys: For hydrographic surveys, and for the purchase

of nautical books, charts, and sailing directions, and freight and express

charges on the same, $100,000.
Mr. CANNON, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask how much of
this apprq}priation has been expended so far during the current
year?
Mr. FOSS. From a statement which was given us by the Chief
of the Burean of Equipment, I find that $78,903.03 has been used.
Mr. CANNON., I do notseeit in this statement. This pur-

ports to show for 1899 and 1900—that is to say, for the last fiscal

year he submits the following statement:

Act of March 3, 1899, §100,000—
it seems was appropriated. Then comes, for pay rolls, etc., Hy-
drograghic Office, and other items, $9,000.

Mr. FOSS. That was for the year before, not the last year.

Mr. CANNON. Iam asking about the current year.

Mr. DAYTON. That is a statement showing the condition up
to December 19, 1900, That shows the amount expended.

Mr. FOSS. I know that somewhere in the hearing he stated
that in round numbers about $75,000 had been expended, and of
this about §10,000 for charts, freights, expressage, etc,

Mr. CANNON. Well, I want to know now how much survey-
ing has been done. I believe nothing has been done, so far as I
can see here,

Mr. FOSS. The amount of surveying which has been done is
shown by the report of the Chief of the Burean of Equipment.
In the testimony of the chief before the committes he speaks of
some surveys which have been made in Cuba with the Yankfon
and the Eagle, and with the Iroquois in the Hawaiian Islands,
and with the Dolphin up the Orinoco River, and in Frenchmans
Bay in the State of Maine. The Yosemife has made some surveys
at Guam, and the Ranger at Panama, and the Bennington has
been surveying in the Philippine Islands; also the Baltimore,
The Charleston and the Wheeling have bean making some surveys,
but this is more particularly shown in the report of the Chief of
‘the Bureaun of Equipment, on page 40, J
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Mr. CANNON. Well, that is for the last fiscal year, not for the
present fiscal year, is it?
Mr. DAYTON. That is during this fiscal year—

During the fiscal year the following naval ships haye been engaged in mak-
ing marine hydrographic surveys. *

Mr, CANNON. Well, I mustconfessthatIdonotseeit. Here
is a statement showing the condition December 19, 1900, of ap:
priations for 1899 and 1900. That isnot this fiscal year. Thisis
the fiscal year 1901,

Mr. DAYTON. This fiscal year for which we are appropriating
does not close until July 1, 1802, -

Mr. CANNON. IEnow; but this purports to give figures for
the last fiscal year.

Mr, DAYTON. Up to December 19 of this fiscal year,

Mr. CANNON. But the appro%riation is not a continuing ap-
propriation, as I understand it. This is appropriated under the
act of March 3, 1899,

Mr. DAYTON. Yes; for the year 1900.

Mr. CANNON. That is the appropriation made two yearsago.

Mr. DAYTON. Which runs from July, 1900, until July, 1801,
Is not that the fact?

Mr, CANNON. No; this is the former appropriation.

Mr. DAYTON. Under the act of 1899, for the year from July,
1900, to July, 1901,

Mr. CANNON. Oh, no.

Mr. DAYTON. That always provided for it.

Mr. CANNON. Precisely; but what I want to call the gentle- | P@

man’s attention to is the act of March, 1899, An appropriation

was made of $100,000. Now, I do not know whether the gentle-

tnil;_m has a statement of that expenditure, or whether thatisin
is.

Mr. DAYTON. I think it is.

Mr. CANNON. No; this is a statement showing down to Sep-
tember, 1900 (1899 and 1900), the appropriation act of March 3,
1899. Now, it seems $7.000—

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, FOSS. I ask unanimousconsent that his time be extended.

There was no objection.

Mr. DAYTON. They are outstanding liabilities, $7,000; but
that is settled. :

Mr. CANNON. That is not the appropriation I am asking
about—the current year.

Mr. DAYTON. Under the act of March 3, 1899, I want to call
the gentleman'’s attention to the fact that it was impossible for
them to be put in there—for the year commencing July 1, 1899,
and mnnin%to July 1, 1800.

Mr, CANNON. The last fiscal year?

Mr. DAYTON. It is impossible to make any other statement,
because only a few months of this year have passed up to when
these hearings were had. The year does not expire until 1901,
and most of the year is before us.

Mr. CANNON. No; half the year is gone. What I asked is
howmuch has been e ded for the current year of the §100,000?

Mr. DAYTON. It is impossible to estimate that, because when
these hearings were had, in December, only a few months had
passed by. We have what was expended last year.

Mr. CANNON. The gentleman understands one thing, and I
was talking about another.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. GROSVENOR having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message, in writing,
from the President of the United States was communicated to
the House of Representatives by Mr. PRUDEN, one of his secre-
taries, who also informed the House that the President had ap-
proved and signed bills of the following titles:

On January 19, 1901:

H.R.3047. An act to remove the charge of desertion from mili-
tary record of John Faulds, Company G, Thirty-first Wisconsin
Infantry; and

H, R. 12546. An act to change and fix the time for holding the
district and circunit courts of the United States for the north-
eastern division of the eastern district of Tennessee.

On January 22, 1901:

H. R, 938, An act to divide the State of West Virginia into two
judicial districts;

H. R. 13599, An act to supply a deficiency in the appropriation
fox;l transeripts of records and plats in the General Land Office;

an
H. R. 13274, An act to authorize the Postmaster-General to
lease suitable premises for use of the Post-Office Department,
On January 23, 1901:
_H. R. 827. An act for the relief of the trustees of the Presbyte-
rian Church of Dardanelle, Yell County, Ark,
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NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session,
The Clerk read as follows:

Navy- Norfolk, Va.: For 2 clerks, at §1,%00 each; 1 writer, at : in
i n%yard. ks, at §1,2 $450

[Mr. KING addressed the committee. See Appendix.]

Mr. MANN, Mr. Chairman, I thinkthe committee ghonld have
called to its attention the fact that in the appropriation bill passed
since the Spanish war there was a clause which provided that all
of these temporary appointments could be covered into the classi-
fied service—could transferred from one place to another as
under the classified service.

That provision went through on an appropriation bill, when any

rson in this House could have stricken it out on a point of order.

o such point of order was made, either on the other side of the
House or on this, so that the maintenance of these employees in
the service permanently is not a violation of the civil-service law,
It is in accordance with law.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, Mr, Chairman, in view
of the discussion which has arisen on this question, I want to say,
B‘u?plﬁﬂlﬂntiﬂ% the statement just made by the gentleman from
Ilinois, that the resolution which he spoke of did pass this House,
and if, by the cooperation of the Senate, it had gone into effect it
would have brou?ﬁ about just such a condition of affairs as the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. Kixa] has spoken of. It would make
rmanent in the War Department the force of employees pro-
vided for in the different appropriation bills that have since
;he war with Spain commenced and instituted as a temporary

orce.

But that provision which passed the House was stricken out in
the Senate on a point of order raised by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Mr, LopGe. So that I do not think it is due to the ma-
jority side of the Chamber that the condition of affairs spoken of

y the gentleman from Utah is not in existenceat the present time,

Mr, EEOSS I call for the regular order,

The Clerk read as follows:

Tavy- , Mare California: For 1 clerk, 3 ]
3 #&i‘y&m ', nll?.aln&d"m at §1.200; 1clerk, at §1,000
Mr. CANNON. I move tostrike ont the last word, for the pur-
i of calling the attention of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr,
B‘?:s] and of the House to the increase of clerical assistance at
navy-yards and at naval stations. I have with some care run
through the bill which I hold in my hand, and I find that, all told,
there is an increase of 57 clerks, with salaries ranging from $900 to
$1,400. However, it is proper I should say that a few of these are
electricians, who sometimes go under the name of writers, or
copyists, or bookkeepers, etc.
ow, when it is recollected that the navy-yards are used only
for repairs, I ask the ugg.\tleman what is there in the condition of
the service that req the increase throughout this bill, from
first to last, of 57 clerical employees?

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. Chair‘?n, while the statement of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON] may be approximately cor-
rect, I do not think if is absolutely so. A great many of these
clerks have become n because of the establishment of
new-stations. For instance, the naval station at San Juan, Porto
Rico, requires 1 clerk, 1 writer, 1 mail messenger; the naval station
at Hawaii requires 1 writer and 1 messenger; the naval station at
Cayvite requires 1 clerk, 1 time clerk, 1 writer, 1 messenger. And
so on throughont the bill.

Mr. CANNON. I think there are 10 of them at new stations.

Mr. DAYTON. Now, I want to call the attention of the gen-
tleman to the fact that in regard to the several bureaus he hasnot
been quite accurate.

Mr. CANNON. Isaid ““about.”

Mr, DAYTON. Ithink the gentleman will find that most of
these clerks are provided for because of new mecessities which
have arisen. Take, for instance, the navy-yard at Portsmonth,
N.H. There is an increase there, That yard was closed np, sub-
stantially, for a number of {ears.

I always thought (if gentlemen will pardon mefor expressing a
candid o;;inion) that it was closed up possibly because it was
located a i:;ltlc‘le1 too near to Boston. At that time w%;vere élot I:lo-
ing very much repairing or building in ournavy-yards; and when
th:wﬁuestion arose as to which of these navy-yards shounld be
cl the one at Portsmouth, N, H., was substantially retired
from service; and in 1894 the clerical force there was reduced 1.
Since that time, under ax?ropriaﬁons of Congress, anew dry dock
has been placed there and the work enormously increased, so that
an increase in the clerical force is an absolute necessity. The
force there is increased this year by 1 writer, at a salary of 8950;
so that in fact the force under this bill is no more than it was
prior to the time of the reduction I have spoken of. .

Mr, CANNON, There isa further increase later on in the bill,
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Mr, DAYTON. I believe that the tleman is right in that—
under other bureaus. But I am speaking especially of this mat-
ter. This increase is an absolute necessity. Take the navy-yard
at Boston. At one time that yard was ractica]lﬁzloaed; but now
it is in full operation, There isa new dock being constructed
in this yard.

The work has grown enormously, till that yard has become
one of the principal ones of the country. ln the case of both
these yards—in fact, in almost every case, as was shown by the
hearings before the committee—the clerks have been compelled
to work overtime withont pay. The reports have been seriously
retarded. The work is not being done as it ought to be, because
of the lack of clerical assistance, Take New York. The work
there is enormous, yet the increase, I believe, is only two clerks,
So it goes,

Now, several of these clerks are made necessary by reason of the
fact that heretofore there have been none anthorized. Take the
navy-yard at Pensacola, Fla. One of these additional clerks is
for that yard. I understand that they have had none heretofore
in the bureau of equipment in that yard. The care of the Gov-
ernment stores requires that there should be one.

Then take the naval station at Port Royal, S. C. We have
been increasing the appropriations there. So far as the equip-
ment bureau is concerned, which has charge of the restoring of
supplies and equipment for the naval outfits, the work there has
been increasing without any relief by way of increase in the
clerical force.

Mr. CANNON. The station at Port Royal is so badly out of
shape and so utterly of no account that, as I understand, we can
not do anything there; and that station, after the millions ex-
pended upon it, has to go by the board; and for this kind of work
we have to go down to Charleston, 8. C., where we ought to have
gone in the first place.

Now, what is the necessity for such additional employees, to
watch the destruction of nothing into still further nothingness,
I can not understand and do not know.

Mr. DAYTON. The clerk in this case to which the gentleman
refers is employed in the Bureau of Equipment, where there is
necessarily a large amount of work going on atall times. Iwould
myself seriously object to an increase of the employees in the Bu-
rean of Yards and Docks; but in this Bureau of Equipment, where
the supplies for vessels are to be stored, where they are coaled,
where provisions and supplies are to be taken on, we have de-
termined, after a carefnl mvesﬁgstion of the matter, that this in-
crease is absolutely essential and shou!d be allowed.

We have a supply station at Port Royal and will have one
there always, although the naval station may be removed to an-
other point. But this supply station will necessarily be there for
the equipment and supply of vessels, unless in course of time we
may be able to dispose of the real estate belonging to the Govern-
ment there at such valuable consideration as in the judgment of
Congress it would be an advantage to the Government to accept.
Inthat event, of course, the station might be removed tosome other
point. Otherwise we will be comppelled to keep up this establish-

ment.

Mr. CANNON. Does not my friend think that we had better
pay somebody to take it off our hands rather than to keep up this
unnecessary station and useless expense?

Mr. DAYTON, [donotthink so,inview of the fact that a naval
station of this kind at Port Royal is eminently fitted for the use
of our naval vessels and ship supplies in those waters. The capac-
ity of the water is ample for most vessels to enter and leave for
the purpose of securing coal and supplies, and for this purpose if
is just as good a station as it is possible to provide elsewhere.

Mr. CANNON. Now, while the gentleman is explaining, I ask
him to take the navy-yard at Washington, I find, if my friend
will give me his attention, that there are ten employees at the
navy-yard at Washington for the current year. And yetI find
this bill provides in addition thereto one clerk at §1,400 a year, one
clerk at $1,100 a year—I refer to page 12 of the bill—one writer at
$1,017 a year. So that withthis already large force at the navy-
yard here you provide three additional employees, and I am curi-
ous to know, right here under our eyes as it were, what extraor-
dinary increase there is in the work at that establishment which
warrants the committee in proposing this increase of writers and
clerks and employees in that navy-yard? We have already, as I
have shown, quite a large number—a sufficient corps, apparently,
forall practical , but the bill provides for three additional.

The CHAIR . The time of the gentleman from West Vir-

ginia has expired.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask additional time for the
purgose of answering the gentleman from Illinois.

The CHAIRMAN., Without objection, the gentleman will pro-
ceed for five minutes,

There was no objection,

Mr. DAYTON. I will answer the gentleman from Illinois by

reading from the hearings before the committee in connection

with thismatter. Inresponse foinquiries, the following testimon
was adduced before the committee: ¥

The CHAIRMAN., Now we come to * Civil establishment."

Admiral O'NEIL. There are no new items until youn get down to the Wash-
ington Navy-Yard, where we ask for one clerk at §1.400, to be paid under
“(ivil estab ent " instead of under * Increase of the Navy."”

The CHAIRMAN. Is this clerk to be employed in the navy-yard?

Admiral O'NEIL. Yes, sir; he is now employed there, lru{ it is desired to
pay him under a different appropriation.

e CHAIRMAN. You have one chief clerk now?

Admiral O'NerrL. Yes, sir: at §1.600, which is not enough for him, but we
have never been able to get his salary increased.

The CHAIRMAN. Then there is another clerk. “ One clerkat §1.100.” You
reduce him §1007

Admiral O'NE1L. Not §100—only $1.76.

The CHAIRMAN, *One writer at §1,017.25 and one clerk at Sl,l;l)gé“

Admiral-O’'NEIL. These are not new places. The $1,200 p is at the
naval proving ground orat the Mare Island Navy-Yard.

Mr. CuxMINGs. You have reduced one clerk a hundred dollars and then
put in a new clerk at a hundred dollars increase.

A Of;iN EIL. N{la. sir;dyoutmig mwtakl i en. !'It'gat. ﬁn to say, wmd - ) m
are new per diem people paid out of * Increase of the Navy,” and itis
to include them in the permanent civil establishment.

Mr. CoMMINGS. So it really is not an increase of expenditure?

Admiral O'NE1L. Yes, sir; it is a slight increase in the case of the
place at the Mare Island Navy-Yard and naval proving ground, w
each increased from §1,017.25—that is, $182.75.

Mr. CUMMINGS. ere are they provided for in the bill?

Admiral O'NEe1L. They are not provided for in the bill, except for the
Mare Island Navy-Yard and the naval proving ground; in the other cases
thaﬁrare paid out of the * Increase of the Navy."”

. CUMMINGS. It is really no increase in the number of clerks?

Admiral O'NEIL. No, sir; if they are paid out of this fund they will not

be paid out of * Increase of the Navy,"”
e CHATRMAN. Where is that?

Admiral O'NEIL. It is not in the bill. It is a general provision
eral years ago, allowing the Becretary of the Navy to employ cert:
clerks, draftsmen, etc., as may be necessary.

The CHATEMAN. That was the law of 1888, was it not?

Admiral O'NEIL. It was the act of March 8, 1887, which gives the Secretary
authority to tti:? thk:‘t\ and under that acta 1:’g{mﬁ many people are employed—
a many cler! e ters, e

e CHAIRMAN. And the only idea is to make these people permanent?

Admiral O'NE1L. Yes, sir; that is all.

The CHAIRMAN. They are already employed?

Admiral O'Ne1L. Yes, sir.

The CHATRMAN. Where do you get your clerks; through the Civil Service
Commission?

thiAand I hope the gentleman from Utah [Mr. Kixa] will listen to

200
are

sev-
experts,

Admiral O'NE1L. Yes, sir; all of them; also every messenger, watchman,

janitor, and all emp}.o;:'es except mechanics and hbrgrers. Ak
Mr. CANNON. Now, Mr. Chairman, if I understand it, these
people, with the exception of one in the navy-yard here at Wash-
ington, have been employed and paid out of a lnmp sum appro-
priated for the increase of the Navy. From that exception you
take the clerks and appropriate specifically for them. Now, you
still have the appmfnation for the increase of the Navy under
this anthority, and I will ask the gentleman if from that appro-
E:.Eaﬁon this aunthority still runs, and they could go on, as has
n done heretofore, without this new provision, and employ a

new set?
AYTON.. If absolutely necessary, I think gossib]y 80,
ut the ob-

Mr.
under the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy.
ject and purpose is to avoid that kind of a system, and have the
necessary clerical force, so that there may not be any use for the
fund for the increase of the Navy to be used this way, which
might be subject to criticism.

Mr. CANNON. Now, I am quite in harmony with that propo-
sition, but fail to see anything in the bill that will prohibit the
Secretury of the Navy, or the heads of the bureaus, from still
employing people and paying them from the lump appropriation
for the increase of the Navy; and if the practice is to be broken
up at all it seems to me that legislation ought to be had for that
ap ropiristion when specifically up before the committee for con-
sideration.

Mr. DAYTON. I will say that there is much force in the re-
marks and criticism the gentleman makes. This is a movement
on the part of the Department itself to do this thing. But it
seems to me also, and I think the gentleman will recognize the
force of the suggestion, that it mafy be necessary to have such dis-
cretion vested in the Secretary of the Navy to employ adequate
he,-lly in contingencies on some extraordinary occasion,

he evil about it is that instead of using it as an emergency fund
we have so constantly refused—and to that as a member of the
Naval Committee I plead guilty—we have so constantly refused
to furnish this permanent clerical force that they have been
driven to employ them from this other fund as a necessity, and it
ia;l tobl_)ﬁea.k up that practice that these provisions are placed upon

e bill,

Mr. CANNON. You will not break up the practice until you
prohibit the employment of these people from the general fund.

Mr, DAYTON. Well, that is a matter to be considered.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to say something in
reply to the gentleman from Illinois, and I am very glad he has
called attention to this matter. I do not think that the increase
of the clerical force of the Navy is extraordinary or unusual. No

e s
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gentleman who has touched the question has, in my judgment,
put his finger upon the core of the evil.

An infirmity which perhaps is common to mankind exists in the
varions departments of the Navy—a rivalry to equip each bureau
better than the others; and the evil is in the bureaun system, and
not in the increase of the clerical force. We have seven or eight
bureaus in the Navy Department. Each one of these bureaus,
under this bill, as under every bill, has a complete and separate
civil establishment, and proof was had before the committee—I
can not recall the exact instance, but perhaps some gentleman on
the committee will suggest what it was—that when some simple
article was bought, before the purchase could be completed the
matter had to go before some ®ix or seven different bureaus. That
had to be done before the article could be delivered to the man
who desired it. It was to buy a piece of rope or a keg of crackers,
or something of that kind. Every such purchase has to go
through some half a dozen different bureaus.,

The Secretary of the Navy has recommended the consolidation
of some of these bureaus, and I am persuaded that if the House
conld be convinced the Department could get along just as well
without so many bureaus we could save a great deal of money to
the Government. Now, in the upbuilding of our Navy each bu-
rean is taking advantage of the effort of the Government to equip
itself better for naval service, and each is asking for‘an increase
all along the line.

Possibly these increases are necessary, but the fault of this in-
crease, not only in the clerical force, but in the whole naval bill,
grows out of tie burean system. I was about to say there are
many thousands of dollars—I am almost tempted to add there are
many millions of dollars—in this bill that could have been left
out had it not been for the bureau system in the Department.
You are compelled, of course, to rely in great measure, if not en-
tirely, n the judgment of the bureau chiefs, and where I5{(:;11
have different men Eresiding over the variouns bureaus each is
trying to get as much as possible for his particular department,
and in that way the bill assumes unhealthy proportions, whereas
if they were consolidated the chances are it would result in benefit
to the Government and a saving to the Treasury.

Mr, DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not desire to delay for one
moment the consideration of this bill, but thess attacks upon the
bureau system of the Navy Department have been so persistent
that I desire for a moment to be heard upon that question. I
want to say that there is nothing in the bill which authorizes the
consideration of these matters in a one-sided way. When the

uestion comes up and the proposition is laid aptly before the

ouse to consolidate these bureaus, I want to say that the mem-
bess of the House will find that there are two sides to the question.

Now, I take issue with the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
WHEELER] entirely. I wantto call his attention to the fact that
every one of the axa)erts who have been called upon to make a
statement in regard to this matter has sustained the system of
bureaus; that every one of themis in conflict with the gentleman’s
statement that the system is expensive. Every one of their state-
ments is in conflict with his statement that the bureaun system is
not effizient and does not bring about the best results.

Let me call your attention to one thing, We travel around in
a circle. When the Navy Department was originally organized
we started out upon the idea of the one man, of the one burean,
or the one chief. That system was found to be so utterly bad
that when the Navy Department was reorganized, it was reorgan-
ized with five bureaus; and subsequently, by the recommendation
or the Secretaries of the Navy, one after the other, the bureans
wezl-]e increased to the present number, first to seven and then to
eight.

he reason for this is clear and manifest. The proposition to
consolidate the three bureaus, recommended by the present Sec-
retary of the Navy, would place in the hands of one of these
bureau chiefs the administration of $25,000,000 of the money of
the country. It would require just the same clerical force.
Under the present system these bureau chiefs are constituted
in a board, where the details of the different departments
come under their consideration, There are objections made to
this because they say these burean chiefs do not agree. I saya
wholesome disagreement is for the benefit of the service, both the
personnel and matériel,

From my study of the question I am convinced that the great
discussions that may be annoying to the civilian head of the De-
partment, the Secretary of the Navy, that have originated among
these experts, have brought to us some of the finest results in the
building up of the American Navy that we have ever had. Take
the discussion npon the question of sheathing or leaving unsheathed
our great battle ships. Any man can see that, while we have not
solved that question, the discussions upon it have given us infor-
mation which we would not have had if the matter, for instance,
had been left to the Constructor of the Navy, who was the advo-
cate and %ﬁ%ﬂ one view of that question,

Mr. W Now, will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr, DAYTON. Yes. 4

Mr. WHEELER. Will the gentleman kindly inform us whether
we should sheathe our ships or not?

Mr, DAYTON. I think, my friend, we have reached the proper
conclusion for the present, and that this House has been gnided
by the very differences between the bureau chiefs to conclude it
wise and proper to have part of them one way and part the other,

[Laughteﬁ%
Mr, WHEELER., What is our policy?

Mr. DAYTON (continuing). Depending upon the service,
Those that are to be used for long cruises in foreign seas should
be sheathed. Those to be used near the dry docks at home should

not be sheathed, because of the extra expense and the slowness of
speed.
Mr, ‘};THEELER Is that a bureau chief’s or Admiral Dewey’s
inion
Oer. DAYTON. With all due respect to the gentleman, that is

my own opinion, derived—
r. LER. I thought Admiral Dewey had originated

that idea.

Mr, DAYTON gcont.inning). From the consideration of all
these differences of opinion from Admiral Dewey down.

Mr. WHEELER. I was not aware that Admiral Dewey got
his views from the gentleman from West Virginia.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. HiLL having taken the
chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, by Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, one of ibs clerim, announced that the Senate had
Emed the following resolution; in which the concurrence of the

ouse was requested:

Senate concurrent resolution 99.

Resolved bg the Senate (the House of Representatives concw‘ﬂng}
President is hereby requested to return to the Senate the bill (8.
increasing the pension of Fordyce M. Keith.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendment the bill H, R. 11768, an act granting an increase of
pension to John Walker, in which the concurrence of the House
was requested.

, That the
456) an act

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session,

The Clerk read as follows:

Navy-yard, Washington, District of Columbia: For one clerk, who shall
also perform the clerical duties for the board of labor employment at said
navy-yard, §1,600,

ME. RIXEY. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

I desire to occupy the attention of the committee for a moment
in order to say that I indorse fully the position taken by the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WHEELER] on the consolidation of
the bureaus.

I am fully satisfied that the expense of these clerks is called for
by the number of bureaus we have in the Navy Department. We
have eight separate bureaus, the majority of which are presided
over by an admiral. Many of us on the committee believed that
all these bureaus should be consolidated. The Secretary of the
Navy does not go so far, but he has recommended that three of
the bureaus at least should be consolidated. It is true that the
chiefs of these bureaus are of a different opinion—naturally they
are of a different opinion. They insist that their bureaus should
be kept intact. The admiral of one of the bureaus recommended
to be consolidated says that if you consolidate the three bureauns
there will be §25,000,000 to be disbursed by one chief, and it is too
much responsibility to be placed upon one man.

This bill appropriates §77,000,000, and nobody claims too much
responsibility has been placed on the Secretary of the Navy. This
bureau chief, however, would have us believe that a chief can dis-
burse properly $8,000,000, but twenty-five millions is too much re-
sponsibility. I know of no such line of demarcation between
responsibilities. A man who can be trusted to disburse eight mil-
lions can be trusted to disburse $25.000,000,

Now, Mr, Chairman, on this subject I want the recommenda-
tion of the Secretary of the Navy to be read, and I ask that the
Clerk read it from the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

COXSOLIDATION OF BUREAUS.

The recommendation heretofore made that the organization of the Navy
Department be simplified by the consolidation of the three bureaus of Con-
struction and Repair, Steam Engineering, and Equipment is renewed. Un-
der the present system, from the inception of its design until completed and
Eﬂla.ced in commission, the plans and specifications of a naval vessel are in the

nds of three bureaus, each with a distinet o tion, each having ex-
clusive jurisdiction within certain lines, and sﬁ charged with the duty of

g on work within, but not beyond, their respective provinces, as
nearly as may be at the same time. S i
Such a system is, mg-actdcal administration, cumbrous and expensive, and
from its very nature tends to devs!ogcontroversiaa respecting the scope of
each bureau’s duties and to occasion friction, delay, and want of harmony in
doing whatever approaches border lines of jurisd.’l’ction‘ It is to the credit
of the officers in c. e of the bureaus concerned that work upon ships now
under construction ~

been carried on without more friction; but the
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tem itself is none the less objectionahle, and is a source of inconvenience,
ay, largely increased cost, and occasional confusion.

e present divided organization is the outgrowth of conditions which no
longer exist. The hull, the propelling machinery, and the articles of equip-
ment of & modern steamship no longer constitute simple, distinct, and sepa-
Eshle e]smentsi twmttnct ora) but, g‘n the om t}1]‘:;’31.& multiplicity t?f

etails are so interwoven as to render em supervision by
three sets of in ent administrative officials.

The union of these three bureaus, the chief function of which is to deal
with the material of the ship, into one bureau, which might appropriately be
called the burean of ghips: the consolidation of their several corps of assist-
anas midi ixﬁ!-}mctom l;n gha Eg:dmt of the imflly integral w‘::lrek of 'biuildin
and equip, vessels, under the m ent of one responsible chief in
of three chie!gs, would promote the egdent and economical administration
of this important part of the business of the Navy Department.

A chief of bureaun is practically an assistant secretary. Theprogc:ed con-
polidation would not only reduce three of these assistants to one., but in like
manner rednce the supervising, mec and clerical forcesin every navy-

,and thus save greatand unnecessary expense. At presenteach of these

us in question has at each yard its separate shops, foremen,
and workmen, all often doimrhe same kind of work. Noprivate businessis
run on sucha wasteful and i monious plan. I renew therecommendation
in this respect of my last annnal report.

The Clerk read the next paragraph of the bill, as follows:

Naval s&t}.%:.h h%gmdfiwwllt; Sewa;_s. %teggns. m ts?i' %tlnne
.000; coal s and appliances, &7 2 qo ,000; car-
oiner sl&% for yards and docks, §10,000; machinery for c nter
, §3,000; extension of dry dock boiler plant, Lf!].wﬂ stable and

; fire-protection system. §10,000; electrfb-light apim. exten-
sions, ss.[bo; mclghone system, extensions, ia.ow; railroad and equipment,
extensions, $2,000; clearing and stumping, $5,000; roadway about dry dock,
000; dolphins, $1,000; new skylight for construction and repair shop, $4,000;
er shop for construction and r, $70,000; water-closets and wash room
steam eering, §2,000; floor for steam-engineering shop, §10,000; store-
house for high explosives, ordnance, §,000; wharf crane for ordnance, §1,500;
quarters for gunner, $3,000; inall, naval station, Puget Sound, Wash., §213,000.

Mr, JONES of Washington. I move tostrike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I desire to say there are several items submitted
in the estimates for the Puget Sound Navy-Yard that it wonld
have been economy to have included in this appropriation bill,
But from an examination of the testimony submineé by Admiral
Endicott I find the committee has included everything that he
really asked for in his final testimony, and therefore I shall not
delay the consideration of the bill by uselessly offering amend-
ments. I ask, however, that Admiral Endicott's testimony rela-
ting to these items on the Puget Sound Naval Station be printed
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks.

TheCHAIRMAN, Thegentlemanfrom Washingtonasks unan-
imons consent to print as a part of his remarks the testimony of
Admiral Endicott before the Naval Committee, Is there objec-
tion? [Arter a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr, JONES of Washington, I withdraw the pro forma amend-

ment.
The testimony of Admiral Endicott is as follows:

The CHAIRMAN. Thenext item is “ Naval Station, Puget Sound, Washing-
ton. Sewers, extensions, $4,0001” Last year we gave them §2,500.
Admiral ENprcorT. That item is necessary.
The CHATRMAN, The next item is ** To continue grading, §25,0001"
Admiral ExpicorT, That item is n :
The CHATRMAN. The next item is * ghed and appliances, $75,000:"
Last year we gave them $40,000.
Ad{niral ExpI1corT. I think that equipment needs an extension there, It
is the only place to store coal in that vicinity, on the northern coast.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item is ** Two officers’ quarters, §10,0001"
Admiral ExprocorT. That item can gl: out.
The CHAITRMAN. The next item is ** Sick quarters, 87,0007
Admiral Expicort. They are necessary. There is no hospital or place to
care for the sick men.
'gha Cmmmu&i"m next item is * Carpenter and joiners' shop for Yards
nn "
Admira 100TT. We oufht to have that 3 it is necessary.
shThB “Cgﬁ;‘ml N. The next item is “ Machinery for carpenter and joiners’
Kﬁ'mira.l Exp1coTrT. We ought to have that shop; it is necessary.
The CHAIRMAN, The next item is **Extension of dry dock, boiler plant,

wAdmirnl Exprcorr. We ought to have that agpropriariou; that is really
for the of increasing the power and ligh
The CHATRMAN. The next item is ** Stable and tool shed, $6,5003"
Admiral ExpicorT. That is necessary.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item is * Fire-protection system, §10,000**
Admiral Exp1cotT. That is necessary, as I have already explained in re-

gard to other yards.
The CHATRMAN. Thenext item is ** Electric-light plant, extensions, §5,000."
on; it is necessary.

Admiral Expicorr. We want that n'Fprcqi:ga =

The OHAIRMAN, The next item is ** Telephone system, extensions, £3,0007 "
Admiral Exp1corT. Ithink iym: had better let that item remain in the bill
The 'ptumm. The next item Is* and equipment, ex

Admiral ExprcorT. That isn i
The CHATRMAN. Where are these exanslons; around the yard?
Admiral ExprcorT. Yes, sir.
The CHATRMAN. The next item is ** Road along water front, §10,0001"
Admiral Expicort. That item can be stricken out this year.
The CHAIRMAN, The next item is ** Clearing and atnmpgla. §5,0001"
Admiral Exproorr. That is ver{!mrr.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item is * Roadway about dry dock, $6,0001"
Admiral Esprcorr. That is necessary.
Ilé:u (i}rndu’;:nmx. The I,:t'i.ex‘;t item is!:“lDulpl;ians. $1,0008"

NDICOTT. at a tion is necessary.
Mr. CoMMiNGgs. What isa ;3;?3!\?
Admiral Exprcorr. It is a mooring—a cluster of piles for handling ships

into a dock.
Th The next item is “ New skylight for Construction and

8 CHAIRMAN,
dem?rha.l “(Ilg:l"r That is necessa
The CHATRMAN, Th:emtit.emh"uﬁfawﬂghuandrlum’m $25,0008™

Admiral Exprcorr. I think that item might go over for another year.

Th:ﬁ%f;l}’luﬁ The next item is “Joiner shop for Construction and Re«
P Admiral Exproorr. I think that is necessary.

%gmm. The next item is ** Sawmill for Construction and Repair,

Admiral Exprcorr. I think that item mi

'I&Iﬁ!lanunnm The next item is ** 8t

Admiral ENpIcorT, I think that item might be stricken out. The Pay-
master-General says he will get along without that building for another

year.
The CHATRMAN. Thenextitem is ** Water-closets and wash room for Steam
Engineering, $2,0002"
miral Expicorr. That is necessary.
ilEtl}.i} :‘.}“num(ul. The next item is “Floor for Steam Engineering shop,
Admiral EXp1corT. That is necessary.
Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. What kind of a floor?
Admiral ExpicorT. At some places we put in brickand at others concrete,
sﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁ The next item is “Torpedo-boat storage plant (to cost
Admiral ExprcorT. That item can go out.
Tha(s}b!‘l‘;lgmax. The next item is *'Btorehouse for high explosives, ord-
= .it&hdemimld Exp1cort. That is for ordnance. That hasto go inaremote part
ard.
Mr. ]f;ounnssuom How far away?
Admiral Expicort. Over half a mile.
The CHAIRMAN. The next item is * Wharf crane for ordnance, §1,500%"
Admiral Exprcorr. That is necessary.
The CH:\mm. The next item is ** gnsrt-ers for gunners, 83,000." Is that

necessary?

Admiral ExpicorT. I think so. They have no quarters there.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Does the gunner live there?

Admiral ExpicorT. He is not there now.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Will he live there after this provision is made?

Admiral Expicorr. Yes, sir.

Mr. CumMixGgs. What is his duty?

Admiral ExpicorT. He has charge of the shell house and the buildin
which are devoted to the W of ordnance down in a remote Inrr. of
yard, and it is necessary that he should be there day and night. 1 think the
item ought to remain in the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

Navalt o station, Ne R. L: One cottage for additional ?na
$8,000; one tration b ing for use in instruction of classes of en

men and officers, to contain offices, lecture rooms, overhauling room, and
%mm for torpedoes, $25,000; in all, naval torpedo station, Newport, R. L,

Mr, DAYTON. Mr, Chairman, I desire, representing the com-
mittee, to move to strike out the first item:

One cottage for additional quarters, $3,000.

The Clerk read as follows:

In lines 11 and 12 strike out the words: “One cottage for additional quar-
ters, §5,000.

The %nestion was taken, and the amendment was agreed to,

The Clerk read as follows:

New buildings: Erection of three h for quarters, and { :
wate?r‘rnnd clectric-lri:ﬁtr gnnectiom. x?tur%gnre for tl?:mrgre,ga!&gilm

Mr. CANNON., Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order upon

that paragraph.
Mr. DAY’IPON. I would like to hear the gentleman upon his

motion.
It]_-irf, CANNON, Naval Observatory, the Chair will observe,
is for—

New build i m of three ho for quarters, and f team,
water, and dﬁsﬂfﬁrﬁ?&ﬂfwﬁ‘}m‘l‘a mumi{t‘m forrs'the m:?:g.g ;lgﬁ.gm.

There is no law that authorizes the building of quarters at the
Naval Observatory that I know of. In other words, it is not
authorized by law. I do not care to discuss the merits of it if it
is subject to point of order, as I believe it to be.

Mr, DAYTON. Well, Mr. Chairman, I submit if that point of
order is sustained it will be imgt;nssible for us to build any build-
ing or do anything toward building up the Naval Observatory. I
simply want to say to the Chair—referring to the merits as briefly
as t.ge gentleman from Illinois, almost, and yet not quite, because
I want the Chairman tounderstand the purposes of theitem—that
these three houses are for the astronomers who must stay there
at night making observations which their work requires them to
do. These bunildings are as much a partof the Naval Observatory
establishment as any building which would be for naval instru-
ments,

The Naval Observatory is an established work in conmection
with the Navy Department, provided for by law, and certainly
these buildings will come under no other and no different condi-
tions than the law which anthorizes the building of the navy-
yard and the navy station, or the building of the naval depart-
ment here in Washington. Isubmit that the law is ample and
complete to authorize any necessary buildings and to improve this
Naval Observatory di ent.

The CHAIR 5 ith the permission of the committee, the
Chair desires to reserve its decision on this point of order. As
gentlemen well know, there have been many decisions on both
sides of the question, and if there be no objection the paragraph
will be passed over and the decision rendered later.

There was no objection,

t go out this year.
ouse for supplies and accounts,
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The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as fol-
lows:

Contingent, Bureau of Supplies and Accounts: For freight and express
cha tuel, books and blanks, stationery, adve , furniture for ral
storehouses and pay offices in navy-yards; expenses of naval clothing factory

and machinery for same, postage, telegrams, telephones, tolls, ferriages, yeo-

man's stores, safes, newspapers, ice, transportation of stores purchased under
the naval-supply fund, and other incidental expenses,

Mr. GAINES. Mryr. Chairman, I move to strike ont the last
word. I see this section, among other things, provides for the
expenses of the ‘‘naval clothing factory ” and machinery for the
same. The Government has gone so far as to manufacture naval
clothing. In that connection I want to say that we are making
at the navy-yard in Washington, this city, the finest guns in the
world. Over at Rock Island, Ill., we are making the finest shoot-
ing irons, and in Springfield, Mass., we are doing the same thing;
and the same principle of law and policy that applies in doing all
this has been the one that the Democrats since 1896 have uni-
formly invoked when they have at every session of Congress
spoken and voted for the building of an armor factory.

The power given the Secretary of Navy to erect and make ar-
mor, or the right to make, after such a factory is erected, would
make the Government independent and not as we were, totally
heipless, and secure for the Government reasonable prices in buy-
ing armor, On yesterday, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Foss], who reports this bill, said thatthe Republican
party in Congress was to be congratunlated on thereduction in the
cost of armor plate effectuated by Mr. Secretary Long, and that
that reduction was superinduced by the fact that the Republican
party had placed in the present law a ({)roﬁaion that if the Secre-
tary of the Navy found that he could not get proper armor at a
reasonable price he should at once, at a cost of §4,000,000, erect an
armor-plate factory. - 3

Mr. Chairman, I am willing to give due credit to the distin-
guished Secretary of the Navy for everything that he has done
under the mandate of this law. I think he is a fine business and
executive officer; but at no time has he favored a Government
armor factory. I find that the committee in its report says that
he is to be congratulated on securing armor plate for $455.52 per
ton for the Krupp armor and $400 a ton for the Harvey armor;
that he is to be congratulated for the exercise of such ‘* excellent
judgment, skill, and firmness” in getting this reduction from
$5675, which he and the Republican party in Congress last session
wanted us to pay.

Mr. Chairman, the $400 proposition is one that Secretary Her-
bert recommended years ago, in 1896, when he was Secretary of
the Navy. As matter of fact, he was the first one who suggested
the enactment of a law giving the Secretary the power to erect
an armor factory if reasonable prices were not obtainable, which
is literally the law to-day in relation fo armor plate; that is to
say, that if Harvey plate—and that was the only plate that was
then in use—could not be had at $400 we should at once erect an
armor-plate factory and make our own plate. I have his report
here, and on page 44 he says:

I therefore recommend that, if Congress shall determine by law upon any
Hmit of price to be paid, it shall also authorize the Department to erect or

buy an armor plant, and a gun plant, and, if need be, to lease such plant or
plants until it can construct its own.

He further says:

If the Becretary of the Navy should be given full power not only toerect, or
buy,and to rate an armor plant, and full power tocontract for armor
and gun steel asmight seem to him to be for the interest of the Government,
the situation would be better for the Government and for the contractors
as well. Should contractors see that the Government is willing at all times
to pay fair profits for these t necessities for self-defense, gley may also
come to feel when they see that the Secretary has full power in the premises
that so lm:ldz as they do efficient and faithful work at reasonable rates they
will have GGovernment patronage; and if the-affairs of the Navy and of the
War Department were thus conducted, upon a basis and at prices thoroughl
understood by the public and the Government, relations could be mmbﬂghag
and maintained between the Government and those who would serve it in
this respect which wonld be mutally advantageous.

This recommendation is the first of its kind, and the Democrats
have uniformly favored it and the Republicans uniformly op-

it.

In the last report made by the distingnished gentleman from Ili-
nois [Mr. Foss] to his party and to this House, he recommended
the payment of 8575 a ton for armor plate, and opposed the armor-
factory provision that the Democrats finally succeeded in incor-

orating in the last naval bill, now the law; yet the same commit-

e, Mr. Chairman, comes in now and congratulates the present
distingmished Secretary of the Navy that he is doing exactly what
Secre Herbert said years ago we should do. I congratnlate
the gentleman that their distingnished Secretary of the Navyand
his Earty are fouow'in%in the footsteps and going by the land-
marks of this disﬁn%ia ed ex-Confederate soldier, statesman, and
ex-Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Herbert.

‘While, as the report of the committee says—

It ought to be a matter of general congratulation that the armor-plate
question has been settled through the skill, ﬂrmnem.mdexcenmtjudmx:’:l:nt

of the Secretary of the Navy in carrying out the evident purposes of Con-
gress—

neither he nor his party surely can rightfully lay claim to the rich
fruits of, nor share in the honor of, first bringing to light the
armor-factory policy or plan that has protected the American
people in these contracts from this oppressive and confessed armor
trust. All honor to our distingunished Secretary of the Navy for
all that he has well done, but I desire, Mr. Chairman, that at least
a part of the honor should be shared by Secretary Herbert and
th? Democratic party, who first suggested this needed and great
reform,

The Clerk read as follows:

Naval station, Cavite, P. L: In general storehouses: One clerk, at §1.800; 1
bookke?ar. at $1.400; 3 assistant kkeepers, at $1.200 each, $3,600; 1 ship-
ping and bill clerk, at $1.200; 3 storekeepers, at §1,000 each, §3,000; 1 receiving
clerk, at $1.200: 1 shi g clerk, at §1,000; 1 assistant clerk, at §1,000; two
storemen, at $900 + in all, £15,800.

Mr. GAINES. I would like to inquire of the gentleman in
charge of this bill how this naval station at Cavite, in the Philip-

ine Islands, is carried on now in reference to the matters em-
Eraced in the provision just read?

Mr. FOSS. We are occupying the old Spanish naval station.

Mr. GAINES. And this provision refers to the officers now in
charge there, giving their present salaries?

Mr. FOBS, Yes. Most of these are provided for in the appro-
priation bill of a year ago; there are only two or three additions.

Mr. GAINES. Which are they?

Mr. FOSS, The two storemen, at $200 each,

The Clerk read as follows:

Construction plnnt*ulsa‘nl station, Algiers, La.: Construction plant at naval
station, Algiers, La., 315,000,

Mr. GAINES. I wish to call the attention of the chairman of
the committee to the langnage of the paragraph just read. There
seems to be a repetition. It reads:

Construection plant, naval station, Algiers, La.: Construction plantatnaval
station, Algiers, La., $15,000.

Mr. FOSS. The words in the first line are the heading.

Mr, GAINES. Then it is not paragraphed right?

Mr. FOSS. A similar use of language occurs in the paragraph
immediately preceding, with reference to the naval station at
Puget Sound. The $15,000 appropriation for the naval station at
Algiers, La., is for the construction of the plant itself.

Mr. GAINES. Then the first line of the paragraph should be a
subhead, as it might be termed.

Mr. FOSS

L Xen
The Clerk read as follows:
In all, for pay of civil force, $22,636.23, and the money herein specificall
appropriated for pay of the Marine shall be disbursed and accoun

for in accordance with existing law as pay of the Marine Corps, and for that
purpose shall constitute one fund.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair is now ready to rule upon the
point of order raised by the gentleman from Illinois,

The Chair understands that the Naval Observatory is an insti-
tution maintained on land belonging to the Government; that it
consists of a group of buildings devoted fo the scientific purposes
which its title would indicate, and that the appropriation for its
maintenance and improvement is made in the naval appropri-
ation bill. The particular provision which is challenged is an ap-
propriation for certain new buildings specified in the language of
the provision. 1t is challenged under the second paragraph of
Rule XXI, which provides as follows:

No appropriation shall bs reported in any general appropriation or be in
order as an amendment thereto for any expenditure not previously author-

law unless in continuation of appropriations for such publgc wor
and objects as are already in progress.

It has not been shown to the Chair that there is anylaw anthor-
izing the erection of these buildings except the general law which
authorizes the establishment and continuance of the institution
itself; and the question at once arises, Does the appropriation
come within the excefption specified in the rule? In other words,
is it a continuation of appropriation for a ** public work or object
already in progress?”

What, then, is a ** public work or object in progress?” A resort
to all the decisions upon that part of the rule would simply result
in disclosing a contradiction which could not be reconciled. There
are many decisions upon the one side and the other of the ques-
tion which it would be utterly impossible and indeed unl)roﬁtable
to review at this time, because such a review would disclose noth-
ing but contradiction and darkness. Accordingly the Chair has
confined his attention to the precedents which mostnearly resem-
ble the case nnder discussion.

The Chair has found two precedents which may be claimed to
sustain the point of order made by the gentleman from Illinois.
The first is a ruling made by Mr. Hopgixs of Illinois, in the first
session of the Fifty-fourth Congress, to be found on page 1192 of
the RECORD for that session. In that case an amendment provid-
ing for the establishment of a manual-training school had been
offered, and a point of order was made against it. It appeared
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that the general object of educating the Indians was carried on at
the place where this training school was intended to be located,
but that no edncation of the class or kind described in the amend-
ment had yet been undertaken. Upon that grmmd it was pressed
upon the Chair that the amendment provided for something other
than a ** public work or object in progress,” and upon that ground,
apparently, the point of order was sustained.

%he other precedent upon that side of the question is a ruling
made in the first session of the Fifty-sixth Congress (RECORD,
page 3993) by the Chairman, Mr, O'GRADY, in which he sustained
a point of order against a provision for laboratories for the De-
partment of Agriculture. e point of order was sustained with-
out any discussion and without the assignment of any reason by
the Chair. )

On the other hand, there are many precedents tending the other
way. The Chair will allude tosome of them. The first precedent
was on January 12, 1889, when it was held by Mr. Kilgore, of
Texas, that a provision for the erection of a building on public
grounds at Westpoint was in order under the rule.

Again, on March 30, 1898, an amendment was offered for the
erection of a new building at the Naval Academy at Annapolis.
A point of order was made by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CANNON] against the amendment, and after debate it was ruled
by Mr. SHERMAN of New York, then occupying the chairin Com-
mittee of the Whole, that the amendment was in order, following
the precedent to which the Chair has just alluded.

In 1892, on March 2, Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee being in the
chair, a paragraph for the erection and completion of a suitable
building or buildings on the United States Reform School farm
in the District of Columbia was under consideration. The point
of order was made against the provision, and after some discus-
sion as to the point of order, the Chairman—as a doubtful ques-
tion—submitted the consideration of the point of order to the
committee. By a vote of 27 ayes to 72 noes it was held by the
Committee of the Whole that the amendment was in order. On
May 8, 1900, Mr. DarzeLL held that an appropriation for the
erection of outbuildings for the Bureaun of Engraving and Print-
ing was in order in the sundry civil bill,

%‘he last precedent to which the Chair will direct the attention
of the committee was a ruling by Mr. PAYNE of New York, in
the first session of the present Congress, as appears by the RECORD,
page 4396 and page 4443. A paragraph in the naval appropria-
tion bill was under consideration providing for the construction
at the Naval Academy of cadet quarters. A point of order was
made against the paragraph, and considerable debate took place
thereon. The question was reserved by Mr. PAYNE until the next
day, when he rendered a decision evidently carefully prepared
and after consideration. The Chair will read the closing words
of that decision:

If this were a new ogodtion. the Chair would hesitate to declare it in
order. But the Chair feels bound to follow the precedents which have been
set and acquiesced in by Congress, and therefore overrules the point of order.

It is impossible for the present occupant of the chair to distin-
guish this case from those of the Naval Academy or the Military
Academy to which reference has been made, and while a literal
reading of the rule and the construction of the rule which the
Chair knows is followed by at least one committee of the House
would lead him to the conclusion that the paragraph was not in
order, yet the precedents which the Chair has laid before the com-
mittee constrain the Chair, in obedience to the salutary principle
that a well-settled construction of a ruleis a part of the rule itself,
to overrule the point of order.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the para-

graph. }

Tﬁa CHAIRMAN. The paragraph will be reported.

The Clerk proceeded to read the paragraph.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I suggest to my colleague from I1li-
nois that his motion be allowed to stand, to strike out the para-
graph, with the privilege of recurring to it later, so that we may
proceed with the other portions of the bill.

Mr. CANNON. I have no objection to that.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the motion to strike out
will be considered as pending, with the privilege of recurring to
the paragraph hereafter,

There was no objection. )
tthll)?ll CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will proceed with the reading of

8 -

The Clerk read as follows: i

F ir of barracks, Marine Corps: Re d im ts to bar-
rn.cksor ;:ga. ru:rters atkf"ort;m%%th‘rg H. ;pﬁio?to:f Mmsm;olvi%?vep%ﬂ. R. f
New York, N. Y.; e Island, Pa.; Annapolis, Md.; headquarters and
navy-yard, District of Columbia; 'h'orl‘oik, Va.; Port Royal, 8. C.; Pensacola,
Fla.: Kl‘aro Island, Cal.; Bremerton, Wash.; and SBitka, Alaska; for the rent-
ing, leasing, improvement, and erection of buildings in Porto Rico, the Phil-
ippine Islands, at Guam, and at such other places as the public exigencies
require; and for per diem to enlisted men employed under the direction of

the Quartermaster’s Department on the repair of quarters, and
other public buildings, §,000,

Mr, KING. Mr, Chairman, I wanted to ask my friend the

chairman of the committee a question. Inctice here an appro-
priation for Port Royal. I desire to know whether the published
report is correct that an investigation has recently been had and
that the NavyDepartment has concluded to abandon Port Royal?

Mr. FOSS, Ihave notexamined the report carefully, but it has
come to the knowledge of the committee during the last few days,
I understand, that a majority of the board are in favor of chang-
ing the navy-yard from Port Royal to Charleston.

. KING. That was the understanding which I had, and I
wondered why, if that policy was to be pursued, it was necessary
to make an apfpropriatio:: for the repair of this yard or for the
maintenance of it.

Mr. FOSS, What item is that?

Mr. KING. Port Royal. In this item appropriating for re-
pairs Port Royal was included.

Mr. FOSS. Oh, I would state to the gentleman that this is the
section providing for repairs of barracks generally, which has
been in here year after year, and we include all of the barracks.
I do not imagine that there will be any necessity for repairing the
barracks at Port Royal this year. But it has been a general law
which has been in the bill for a number of years.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr, HEATWOLE having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Sen-
ate, by Mr, CUNNINGHAM, one of its clerks, announced that the
Senate had passed the following resolution, in which the con-
currence of the House was requested:

Senate concurrent resolution 86,

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That of
the document known as the Documentary History of the Constitution of the
United States 7,000 ies be printed, of which number 2,000 shall be for the
use of the Senate, 4,000 shall Le for the use of the House of Representatives,
and 1,000 for the use of the Department of State.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the
amendment of the House of Representatives to the concurrent
resolution of the Senate, No. 93, to observe the 4th day of Febrn-
ary next, being the one hundredth anniversary of the day when
John Marshall became the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of
the United States.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendments the bill (H. R. 12291) making appropriations for the
legislative, executive, and judicial expenses of the Government
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1902, and for other purposes.

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. WADSWORTH, chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture, reported from that committee the bill (H. R.13801) maki
appropriations for the Department of Agriculture for the fisc
year endin%.]' une 30, 1902,

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the commit-
tee only rose informally. I do not know what this is,

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is simply the reporting of the Agri-
cultural appropriation bill

Mr, RIUEABDSON of Tennessee. I do not object, but I want
to reserve all points of order on the bill.

The bill was read a first and second time, referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and, with
the accompanying report, ordered to be printed.

Mr. RIC DSON of Tennessee, I reserve all points of order
on the bill.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I desire to give notice that I will call u
the bill to-morrow immediately after the reading of the Journal,
or immediately after the completion of the naval bill, if that bill
is not finished to-day.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL,

The committee resumed its session,
The Clerk read as follows:

INCREASE OF THE NAVY.

That for the p of further increasing the naval establishment of the
United States, the sident is hereby authorized to have constructed by
contract two unsheathed seagoing battle ships, carrying the heaviest armor
and most powerful ordnance for vessels of their class, upon a trial displace-
ment of about 14,000 tons each, and to have the hi};hest practicable speed and
great radius of action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not
excesd 850,000 each; two unsheathed armored cruisers, car g the
heaviest armor and most powerful ordnanece for vessels of their class, upona
trial displacement of about 14,000 tons each, and to have the highest practica-
ble and great radius of action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and arm-
ament, not exeeedmgti‘mmt] each; and the contracts for the construction
of each of said vessels shall be awarded by the Secretary of the Navy to the
lowest best responsible bidder, having in view the best results and most ex-
peditious delivery; and not more than one of said battle and not more

than one of said armored cruisers herein provided for shall be built in one
yard or by one con party; and in the construction of all said vesselsall
the provisions not in tent herewith of the act of June 7, 1900, entitled
“An act making appro 1 year end-

ations for the naval service for the

ing June 30, 1901, and for other purposes,’” shall be observed and followed;
and subject to the provisions hereinafter made, one and not more than two
of the atoresaid battle ships and armored cruisers shall be built on or near
the coast of the Pacific Ocean, or in the waters connecting therewith: Pro-
vided, That if it shall appear to the satisfaction of the President from the
biddings for such contracts, when the same are opened and examined by

him, that said vessels, or any of them, can not be constructed on or near the
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coast of the Pacific Ocean at a cost not excaeding){ r cent above the lowest
accepted bid for the other vessels provided for in this act, he shall authorize
the construction of said vessels, or any of them, elsewhere in the United
States, subject to the limitations as to cost hereinbefore provided.

Mr. CanyoN, Mr, RixEY, and Mr. Fi1zgeErALD of New Yorkrose,

The CHAIRMAN, Did the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, CAxN-
NON] desire to reserve a point of order?

Mr. CANNON. No; I desire to offer an amendment.

Mr. RIXEY. I desire to offer an amendment,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. RIxeY], a member of the committee.

Mr. RIXEY. My motion is to strike out the whole of that
faragmph, beginning with line 22 on page 62, and ending with

ine 11 on page 64.

Mr, FITZGERALD of New York., I have an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Thegentleman from Illinois [Mr, CaxNoOX]
has snggested an amendment, which would, of course, be in order
before the motion of the gentleman from Virginia to strike ont
the paragraph,

Mr, RIXEY. Iwould like to know if this motion will be in
order after the amendments are voted upon? I am ready to sub-
mit the motion now.

The CHAIRMAN. The motion is in order now, but will be
put after the amendments suggested by the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. CaxnNoN] and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
FrrzGErALD] have been voted upon.

Mr. R . Mr. Chairman, this, the annual appropriation
bill, carries $77,016,635.60 for the support of the naval establish-
ment. The title of the bill is somewhat misleading. The bill
could well be subdivided, and I think should be.

(1) The pay of the Navy, including repairs forships and for the
upbuilding and maintenance of the shipyards;

(2) Payments on contracts in existence for the building of
vessels authorized in former bills, and

(3) The authorization of new vessels, called the increase in the
Navy, and for men to man them.

These matters, I submit, should be covered by several bills,
when they would doubtless receive better consideration.

The Navy Department is organized upon the bureau system.
Besides the Secretary and Assistant Secretary there are eight bu-
reaus, a majority of which are presided over by admirals, Each
bureau is supposed to be distinct from every other, but they inter-
lap, and there are jealousies. Such a system must necessarily re-
sult in the multiplication of officers and expenses. If seemed to
some of us that all these bureaus should be consolidated. The
heads of these bureaus are, as was said by the Secre of the
Navy, practically assistant secretaries. It is unheard of in the
history of governments that we should have a Secretary and nine
assistant secretaries. In hisreportto the first session of the Fitty-
sixth Congress Secretary Long recommended that three of these
bureaus should be consolidated, viz, Construction and Repair,
Steam Engineering, and Equipment,

No attention seems to have been given to that recommendation.

Again, in hisreport to the present session of Congress, the Secre-
tary recommends the consolidation of these bureauns. It is proper
to state here, however, that the admirals of the bureaus, so far as
heard from, seem to be opposed to the consolidation, Admiral
Bradford being of the opinion not only that his bureau should not
be consolidated, but that he should have an assistant to preside
in his absence, and in addition that a new board of five officers
shounld be created to settle the conflicts which may arise between
the several bureaus. The remedy for the existing conditions is
not to aggravate the trouble, but remove the seat of the disease.
Abolish or consolidate the bureaus.

First, As to the pay of the Navy and for repairs to ships and
expenses of the navy-yards, we are compelled to follow to a
great extent the recommendation of the Navy Department and its
several bureaus, For instance, a portion of the committee desired
to authorize an increase of not more than 2,500 men by this bill,
but the Navy Department pointed out very convincingly that
5,000 men were now needed to man the ships soon to be ready for
commission. The ships being ordered, the men must be furnished,
for ships without men would be as useless as guns without pow-
der. The bill therefore authorizes the augmentation of the
present force by 5,000 more enlisted men,

‘Wenow have somesix navy-yardson the Atlantic coast and two
on the Pacific, all kept in a high state of perfection. - The highest
talent is employed and the most modern machinery and tools are
provided, without regard to expense. And yet these navy-yards
are not allowed to build any portion of the ships which are annu-
ally anthorized to be paid for by the Government. Is this right?
Itis in the interest, of course, of the private ship-building concerns
of the country. But is it in the interest of the taxpayers?

At a hearing on this subject in 1899 had by the committee we
had the most accomplished constructors of the Navy before the
committee, and they were unanimous in the opinion that the Gov-
erninent could build in its navy-yards any vessel which floats and
that it would be to the interest of the Government to do so.

Can anyone doubt as to the interest of the Government? The
Government is compelled to maintain these expensive plants. It
would thus save the interest on the investment, which has to be
borne I;ivr;:ha private companies.

The first great battle ship of the new navy was built by the
Government, and there were other ships.

Gentlemen may say it will cost the Government more to build
them than to have them built. I do not believe it. Why not at
least give it a trial? -

Admiral O'Neil says the Government can manunfacture smoke-
less powder more cheaply than private manufacturers, In his
hearing he said:

The price has been a great deal cheaper than that bought outside. We
can not, however, expect private manufacturers to sell it as cheap as we can
make it, on account of the risks involved, the capital invested, insurance,
taxes, etc., and they must make some profit.

He says the Government can also make guns cheaper,

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Why do you strike out the last part of the clause?

Admiral O'NEIL. Because the Burean is importuned so much by outside
parties who want to make guns. The Government can make the guns
cheaper and better than private parties, who must make a profit and nave
to pay insurance, taxes, interest on moua{einvested in plant, ete. At the
present time some a]uon.u and mounts are being made under contract to the
extent of over $100,000.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Do the outside contractors ever deliver guns before
the time limit required by the Department?

Admiral O'NE1L. Not to my knowledge.

The CHAIRMAN. They usually ask for extension?

Admiral O'NEIL. Yes, sir; almost always.

If the Government can manufacture its powder and make its
gnus cheaper, it can also build its ships and manufactureits armor
plate cheaper,

All of the great powers in Europe build a portion of their ships
in their navy-yards, and why should we not do the same? Free
ourselves from the clutches of the giant ship and armor-plate con-
cerns, and we would. ;

Second. This bill carries millions of dollars to be paid on con-
tracts for ships already authorized.

The whole country is stirred as to the fate of the ship-subsidy
bill, which will provide, I understand, for the payment of £9,000,-
000 annnally as subsidies for ships. This, the naval bill, carries
millions of dollars to shipbuilding concerns. Can we not form
some idea of why we every year authorize the building of at least
four and sometimes more ships, to cost at least §25,000,000?

It is charged in the public press, and very generally believed—I
do not know as to the trnth—that the ship-subsidy bill for nine
millions is backed by a great lobby promoted by those who will be
interested in the subsidy. If so, isit to be supposed that these
shipbuilding and armor-plate concerns, which are interested in
the $25,000,000 ship contracts annually authorized, are any the less
neglectful of their interests? The pressure to build ships is some-
thing enormous, Public opinion is manufactured, and the pres-
sure seems irresistible. A man who expresses doubt as to the
propriety of building more ships until we have completed some
already authorized is regarded not only as an enemy of the Navy,
but of the Government. 1t is easier, far easier, to go with the
tide than against it.

‘What is the remedy for this condition of affairs? Remove the
interest of these great shipbuilding concerns. Cease to make the
annual payment to them of millions of dollars. Can we expect
disinterestedness on their part or on the part of the two great
armor-plate establishments which have recently received con-
tracts for armor plate to the amount of $16,376,741, and which
hope to receive others before these contracts are completed?

As ships are built armor must be furnished. Between the
pressure of the ship concerns and the armor-plate monopoly it is
no wonder that Congress will probably appropriate annually
$25,000,000 for ships and armor plate.

Let the Government build its own ships and have its own armor-

late factory, and then we may expect to have the unbiased, un-
influenced opinion as to the needs of the Government in a proper
increase in the Navy.

Third. This bill anthorizes the building of 2 battle ships and 2
armored cruisers, making 4 battle ships, These vessels will cost
not less than §25,000,000.

No evidence was taken by the committee as to the necessity for
these ships. It does seemn to me on such an item the members of
the several boards should have been examined. 'The onlyinforma-
tion we had upon this subject was the report of the Secretary,
transmitting the several reports of the several boards.

‘Why were not some of the gunboats authorized? All the boards
agreed in recommending at least six gunboats. They would cost
comparatively small sums, Do the ship concerns want contracts
for small boats? Undoubtedly they are not as desirable as con-
tracts for large ones.

A former Secretary of the Navy, Hon. WiLLIAM E. CHANDLER,
the best posted man, perhaps, on naval affairs outside of the Navy
Department, has this to say in a recent magazine article:

The twentieth century is destined to witness some very im: t new
departures in the art of naval warfare, and the most nnt:rb{e these may
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e the disap ce of armored ships, My notion is that fifty years hence
the armor-vlad fighting vessel will be as completely out of date as is the ar-

figh man to-day. ers are no longer protected in battle by
suits of mail, becanse thetipertar to take their chances of being wounded or
killed rather than carry the weight and suffer the incidental i:ﬁedimant to
their activity. To the war ships of the future the same idea will be consid-

ered as sﬁplyin&. and, in order to inflict the ntmost ble damage upon the
enemy, they will accept great risks fearlessly, rel for safety upon rapid-
ity of movement. skill in maneuvering, and, above a dexterity in a sea

fight which shall accomplish the destruction of the adversary before the
latter can succeed in s a deadly blow.
* * * * * * s
If my theory be correct, the armored ship of the'twentieth century will be
regarded. like the mail- ﬂghtlnﬁ man, as a relic of the Jmt, and the war
vessel will take its chances in conflict just as the soldier does to-day. Per-
haps the war ship may retain a light protective coat, very strong for its
ckness, but the enormously heavy plates now in use will be dispensed
with. simply for the reason that thaﬂvcinym-fere too much with the activity
and serviceableness of the dirigible floating platform which carries the guns.
Our new battle ship, the Kearsarge, carries no less than 2,700 tons of armor,
a weight so gigantic as to render her clumsy and sluggish.
Already our own N‘VE Department has come to realize that armor has
been overdone, and the thickness of the steel plates is to be much reduced in
the newly ordered war ships. This unquestionably is a step in the right di-
rection. One trouble about the modern battle ship is that in a sea way she
finds difficulty in fighting her guns, because she rocks so much, and it has
been asserted by experts that a cruiser like the Brooklyn, having a higher
free board and therefore a more stable gun platform, could stand off at long
mnigu in rongh weather and “knock out' the most powerful battle ship,
which would be as hel&}ms under such circumstances as a cow attacked by a
cat. It is not sufficient to be formidable merely in defense; readiness
to attack, which in a war vessel implies nimbleness, is at least equally im-
portant.
* * * * » * *
According to my notion, it will be thought fifty years hence that $6,000,000
is too large & sum to risk in a single war ship, and that it is better to build
twoor three of less size for the same mune{. Iam strongly inclined to think
that, under twentieth century conditions, two or three comparatively small
fighting vessels, powerfully armed and varésmdy. may do mnch more ex-
ecution and accomplish more effective results t. one huge floating fortress.
One trouble about modern battle ships is that they are apt to be ohsnlete
the time they are finished, and a few years hence we may find our boaste
- sea fighters relegated fo rust in the navy-yards alo: e of the old-time
wooden frigates. It is the ex?eneuce of foreign nations that any tzlpe of
ironclad vessel becomes so out of date in about ten years as to be almost
useless.

To the same effect is the statement of 10 members of the advi-
sory board in 1882,

‘It is the experience of foreign navies,” the board says, ‘‘up to
the present time that any type of ironclad vessels introduced be-
comes so inferior as to be almost obsolete for general purposes in
a period of about ten years.”

these statements are correct, it shows the unwisdom, on the
part of the Government, of the anthorization at this time of these
four war ships, costing $25,000,000 or more. They cannot be built
atpresent. Theprivateshipyards are already filled for five years.
The committee will not consent to bunild in the Government yards,
Five years hence another type may be needed.

The bill carries $15,125,684 for pay of the Navy, which includes
the for 5,000 enlisted men authorized by this bill. If you
build ships you must provide men and pay them.

I quote from Admiral Crowninshield’s hearing, page 1:

The estimate of £15,125,884 for pay of the Navy includes an estimate for

pay of the 5,000 additional men requested, but does not include the pay of the
adcylitioml number of officers requested.

The following is a list of vessels now under construction, which are to be
completed by .l’zu.lzfr 1, 1902, and which will require to be commissioned by that
date, with the number of men required for each:

400
400

The 4,950 men will be actually required
In addition, a reserve of one-tenth for those sick and incapacitated or on

receiving ships awaiting transfer brings the total up to 5,445.
gt.lnt. aﬁ:f tbangm- o?{ost deatrog'ers anu to 5‘ o boats will

in the 5,000 men requested will therefore be
sufficient and no more than s t to man the above-named vessels.
These are required for the new vessels to be completed by July
1,1902,
’In addition to this the Admiral says, in regard to vessels now
under repair, that 6,671 more enlisted men will be required to
man them.

As to officers, he says:

The following table, similar to the one firet exhibited above in the case
men, shows the number of line officers, El‘.‘ndpa.ll of the lower grades (lien-
tenant, junior Heutenant, and ensign), that would berequired to man the

-3

ships now under construction that will be leted by J 1,1
whﬁhmmtbawmmisdun%dogythatﬁme: S P 1y 4100 sl

To the 236 officers required to actually officer the above-named vessels a

reserve of one-quarter has been added as being the number necessar:
low for those sick, otherwise unemployed, performing travel to an
ships, and a slight necessary increase of the administrative force at navy-
yards, at the Naval Academy to train the additional number of cadets, and
elsewhere throughout the Navy.

The following list, similar to the second one exhibited above in the case of
the men, gives the number of officers required to officer the vessels now re-

pairing and out of commission. The total of these two lists, 596 officers, shows

clearly that the Bureau's request for 300 additional officers is conservative
in the extreme. Were there any way of satisfactorily educating these 596
officers by the time that they are sure to be needed, the Burean would un-
hesitatingly ask for an increase of 600.

On pa%e 5 he says a further increase in officers and men of over
6,000 will be needed for the vessels already anthorized and to be
completed by July 1, 1905. This would necessitate an increase
over the present force of over 15,000 men besides officers,

The building of ships is not the end of the expense. It is but
the beginning, heavy though it is.

The foregoing recommendations, he says, in regard to the imme-
diate increase of officers and men are based npon conservative esti-
mates of the numbers necessary to be immediately available to
officer and man vessels before July 1, 1802.

The following list of vessels to be completed by July 1, 1905,
with the number of officers and men required for each, will indi-
cate that a further increase of officers and men must shortly be
expected. and will emphasize the necessity for adopting the foreign

licy of anthorizing the increase in personnel corresponding to
increase of tonnage:

to al-
from

Vessels. Officers.| Men.

T e R e e P e e e L L S S e S S 17 450
Missouri.. 17 450
Geor, 17 450
New Jerse; 17 4560
Pennsylvania 17 450
I i e e e e S 17 450
e e e e R R R R DR T 17 450
California 15 400
15 400

15 400

15 400

15 400
15 400

12 800

12 800

12 800

645 6,450

This does not include estimates for vessels probably to be au-
thorized during the present session of Congress,
Mr. Chairman, on yesterday the gentleman from Connecticut
r. HiL.L] asked the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs
r. Foss] how many vessels were now under construction for
@ United States Government. I do not know that an answer
was given to that question, By refen-inf to a statement of Ad-
miral O'Neil before the subcommittee I think we can get the
number of vessels, On 17 of the printed hearing a ques-
tion was asked him as to the armor and armament, the item of
$4,000,000. Mr. LOUDENSLAGER said:
That is the regular one?
Admiral O'Neil said:
That is simply to carry on the current work on thirty or forty new ships.
The CHAIRMAN. That includes all the ships authorized la;;gw?
Admiral O'NErL. Yes, sir; includes everything authori to date and
takes in a large number of v
Mrtr;{..gynmmum And it will take this amount of money to keep up the
mﬁdmlral O'NEIL. Yes, sir. Last year we practically finished the ITlinois,
Alabama, and Wisconsin, 3 battle ships. We did not spend much money on
‘e now have the Maine, Missouri, mdun%mo.i monitors of
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: new ba ships. About $4,000,000 is what
Erl: ﬁinachﬁ%;rgi“:g; O‘l:lfﬁ]}:.;-ease of tt%: Navy.” Parha';e%e will need
mm&amrortwo,asthaworkpmon the larger and more costly
Yease,

Then follows a list of the vessels ‘fiven the Admiral.

In connection with this matter I desire also to call the attention
of the committee to the statement of Admiral Hichborn as to what
would be needed for the Bureau of Construction and Repair, one
of the eight bureaus of the Navy. He says, under the head of
estimates of the amount to be expended in 1901, 1902, 1903, and
1904 in appropriations for the purposes of naval construction and
of machinery for the vessels named on 36, that this bureau,
for the four years ending 30th of June, 1904, will need the enor-
moussum of $46,618,422, That amount is for one burean alone and
for the contracts already in existence. On page 37 he says that
for the two Bureaus of Construction and Repair and Steam Engi-
neering for two years there is needed the sum of $40,826,726, and
this bill carries $21,600,000 for those two bureans for this year,

On the same line, Mr, Chairman, 1 desire to call attention to the
statement by the chief of another bureau, the Burean of Equip-
ment. On page 2 the Admiral says that during the year com-
mencing with 1890 the Bureau of Equipment had $1,101,513.83;
Ordnance, $264,287.74; Steam Engineering, $623,000; Construction
and Repair, $1,259,972.50. He then complains that his bureanhas
not kept pace with the expenditures of the Burean of Construc-
tion and Repair and the Bureau of Ordnance; and he appends
a table to show how these expenses have increased. In 1890,
he says, the Burean of Equipment spent $1,101,533.83; in 1901,
$3,761,302,82, The Burean of Ordnance in 1890 spent $264,287.74;
for the present year it has $2,302,624. The amount for Steam
Engineering in 1890 was $626,000; for the year 1901, $2,574,300.
The Burean of Construction and Repair in 1890, $1,259,972.50; for
the present year, $6,025,824.25.

e CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman's time be extended until he concludes his remarks.

The CHAIRMAN., Unanimous consent is asked that the gen-
tleman be permitted to conclude hisremarks. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

- Mr. RIXEY, Mr. Chairman, within the past sixty days con-
tracts have been entered into by this Government for the building
of five battleships and six armored cruisers, While they are called
armored cruisers, they are battle ships in everything except the
name, They cost as much as battle ships and are only useful in
times of naval warfare. These ships will cost not less than
$50,000,000,and possibly $60,000,000 to complete. Theycannotbe
completed within the next three years, the limit, I believe, being
1904, Of these contracts, Colonel Trigg. of the Richmond Loco-
motive Works, himself the head of a shipbuilding plant, is re-
ported in one of the daily papers to have said:

The bids for the 11 war ships, which will be opened within a few days,
cover the largest transaction of that character I ever knew of in the history
of the world. The contracts for 5 battle ships and 6 rs, at a probable
cost of $44,000,000, will belet. I do not believe there was anything like it ever
in the history of the building of the English navy or of any other.

I ask, Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that we have, within
the past sixty days, contracted for the construction of 11 ships—
b battle ships and 6 armored cruisers—which will cost, including
armor and armament, not less than §50,000,000, and ibly
$60,000,000, why should we crowd the shipyards with another con-
tract for 4 more ships, to cost probably $25,000,000? I donot know
whether the shipyards can build them. Isuppose they are already
crowded beyond their capacity, but, if they can build them, of
courss advantage will be taken of the fact that we are crowding
the y‘;erddn, and they will crowd the Government on the prices de-
manded.

Mr. WHEELER. Will the gentleman permit me fo ask him a
question?

Mr. RIXEY. Certainly.

Mr. WHEELER, Is the gentleman’s objection to the bill be-
cause the yards of the Government are already supplied with all
the work they can do, or does his objection go to the fact that he
is fﬂ-posed to the consfruction of other battle ships and cruisers?

. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I am not opposed to the construc-
tion of battle ships and cruisers whenever this Government
needs them. But I say when we are building the great number
recently contracted for, and when we have within sixty days
made contracts amounting to $50,000,000 for battle ships, we can
wait six months longer.

Mr. WHEELER., Whois to be the judge of the necessities of
the Government? Are we not comge ed to rely to some extent
on the Secretary of the Navy and the heads of the Departments
as being persuasive in coming to judgment on the question of
what is necessary?

Mr. RIXEY. In answer to my friend, I will say that the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs has to exercise its judgment, and this
House has to exercise its judgment, and every individual has the
right to express kis opinion as to that matter, :

ntlemen will not think that I
ut what I ask is, what the gen-
ent upon?
eman now permit me to ask him a

Mr. WHEELER. Surely the
question his right in the matter;
tleman has predicated his jud

Mr. RI.XI!Y. Will the gen
question?

Mr. WHEELER. With pleasure.

Mr, RIXEY. If we are to follow the lead of the Navy Depart-
ment, did not the Navy Department not only recommend these
large ships, but recommend gunboats and many other small ones?
Why did not the committee follow the recommendation of the
Secret%y of the Navy on the gnnboats and small vessels?

Mr. WHEELER. For the reason suggested by the gentlman,
The reason prompting the Secretary of the Navy in recommending
the construction of gunboats is apparent to every member of the
House. He desires to use them in Manila and the insular pos-
sessions, and the Committee on Naval Affairs thought that the
construction of vessels for the whole Navy was hetter than to
construct vessels aimpg; for the suppression of the insurrection
in the Philiéwgine Islands.

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. May I ask the gentleman from
Virginia a question?

Mr. RIXEY. After I reply to the gentleman from Kentucky.
As far as [ am concerned, the recommendation of the Secre of
the Navy in regard to gunboats strikes me with a good deal of
force. He says we need the gunboats to patrol the coast of the
Philippine Islands; gunboats can go where the big battle ships
can not go. They would be useful now in the war which we are
conducting with the Philippine Iglands, and the great battle ships
would be absolutely useless for that p i

Mr. WHEELER. I did not understand that my friend was in
favor of the war which is being conducted there.

; . Iam not in favor of the war; but as long as this
Government is conducting it, I would stand by the Government
until it was at an end.

Mr. WHEELER. Right or wrong?

Mr. RIXEY. Right or wrong, as long as our flag floats there
I would stand by it. [Applaunse.

Mr. WHEELER. In view ofethe applause I will say that I am
unwilling to support my Government in any enterprise where it
is fundamentally wrong. [Applause,]

Mr. RIXEY. Where nations are concerned I go further, and
say that I indorse the sentiment ** My country, may she e'er be
ﬂﬁlﬂf; but ri%ht or wrong, my country.” [Applause.]

. WHEELER. For the preservation of my country I echo
that sentiment; but for the subjugation of a few helpless, naked
savages, not to be regarded as enemies, I draw the line between
brutality and oppression and the liberties and dignity of my

country. [Applause.]

Mr. RIX;[EYP We can fight out here whether or not this war
shonld be conducted, but while any war is conducted by author-
ity of this country, I say it is the duty of every patriot to stand by
his country whether he approves of the war or whether he does
not. [Applause.] My opposition, Mr. Chairman, to the building
of these ships at the present time is not that we may not need bat-
tle ships in one or two years, but in view of the great contracts
already ontstanding there is no necessity for authorizing these
battle ships at this time,

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. Will the gentleman let me ask him
a question?

r. RIXEY., Certainly.

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. I want to hear some member of the
committee address himself to the proposition as to where we are
going to stop in this increase of our Navy. Now,as I understand
the gentleman, there is but little distinction between what is
called first-class battle ships and the second-class battle ships and
armored cruisers.

Mr, RIXEY. That is correct.

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky, Isee in the statement made by the
committee that we have 14 first-class battle ships; 3 first-class
battle ships, sheathed; 1 second-class battle ship; 5 armored crnis-
ers; and 3 armored cruisers, sheathed, That es 26 battle ships,
practically, as I understand it.

Mr. RIXEY. I think the gentleman is correct.

Mr. SMITH of Eentucky. Now, I want to know where this
thing is geing to stop. Has the committee considered the ques-
tion as to whether or not we have not a sufficient Navy?

th:l.rl.‘ GAINES. If they get us into another war weshall notstop
a

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. I want to hear some member of the
committee speak upon this branch of the guestion. We have gone
from an erg?nditnre of twenty-three millions four or five years
ago for the Navy up to practically in this bill sevenfy-seven mil-
lions, and the authorization of contracts for four vessels that will
probably amount to about thirty millions, authorizing an ex?end-
iture of practically one hundred and seven millions. That looks
to me to be a long leap to take in the way of expenditure within
the short space of four or five years.
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Mr. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to be able to re-
ply to the gentleman from Kentucky as to where we might expect
to put the limit, but I am unable to give him any assurance as to
where the limit will be placed. Af least one member of the com-
mittee, yesterday afternoon, on the floor of this House, said he was
in favor of this countrﬁ having the biggest navy in the world. Of
course, thatsentiment hasmanyfollowers. I donotmyself believe
that we need the biggest navy in the world any more than weneed
thelargest armyintheworld. ThewarGreatBritainis conducting
to-day in South Africa is not fought by her navy but by her army,
and the war which this country is conducting in the Philippine
Islands is not fought by the naval branch of the Government but
by the army. We have to have both an army and a navy, and
while I do not believe in increasing the army of this country—
whilst I believe that the peace footing of 1896 is sufficient—I insist,
so far as my opinion goes, that there is no more necessity for our
having the greatest navy of the world than there is for our having
the greatest army of the world.

Now, Mr. Chairman, with our shipyards filled with work for
the next four years, are we to anthorize the construction of four
more great ships which can not possibly be built within four years
and the contracts for which I doubt not (because it is so stated in
the press, I suppose, by authority) are to be let upon the plans
and specifications which were used in the recent contracts? By
the time these ships will be ready for use later inventions may
perhaps make it inadvisable that they should be built.

Iindorse what my friend from Kentuck&]@ir. WHEELER] said
yesterday in regard to the opinion of Mr, oun and Mr. Whit-
ney, and I am willing to follow them. But I have yet to find that
eitj;er of those gentlemen said that we ought to have the biggest
navy of the world.

Mr. WHEELER. Will the gentleman pardon me a moment?

Mr. RIXEY, Yes, sir,

Mr. WHEELER. In the speech of Mr, Calhoun from which I

uoted yesterday, he said the Government’s capacity to build
&ips should be limited only by its revenue and its ability to man
the vessels it constructs. That speech was delivered in 1816. I
ask the gentleman to stand by his declaration, that he is willing
to follow Mr. Calhoun, and that he indorses the position which I
took on this floor yesterday in quoting him.

Mr. RIXEY. 1 think we have reached at the present time the
point which Mr, Calhoun indicated. When we have within the
past sixty days contracted for battle ships to cost $60,000,000, I
think we can wait twelve months before anthorizing the construc-
tion of more of such vessels.

I will remind my friend that the race is not always to the swift,
nor the battle to the strong.

In the battle of Salamis the Greeks had 271 and the Persians
had 1,207 vessels. The Persian fleet was destroyed.

In the attempted invasion of England by the great Spanish Ar-
mada the English had 80 vessels and Spain had 130, and 50 of the
English vessels were little more than yachts of the present day.
The English were completely victorious.

In the battle of Trafalgar, fought in 1805, the English had 27
and the French 33 vessels, The French were routed, and history
records that from that day Napoleon thought but little of the

navy.

In the war of 1812 Great Britain had 1,048 ships and the United
States had only 17; Great Britain had 27,800 guns, we had 442;
Great Britain had 151,572 men, we had 5,025; the ships of Great
Britain were of 800,990 tons displacement, while those of the
United States were only of 15,300 tons; and yet before 1813 the
naval supremacy of Great Britain was destroyed.

In the civil war the South had practically nonavy. As an illus-
tration of what consternation a new vessel may cause, it is related
that after the destruction of the Congress and the Cumberland by
the ironclad Merrimae a Cabinet meeting was called by Mr. Lin-
coln. Secretary Welles relates the following:

The Merrimac, said Btanton, will change the whole character of the war.
Bhe will destroy seriatim every naval vessel; she willlay all the cities on the
seaboard under contribution. I shall immediately recall Burnside. Port
Royal must be abandoned. I will notify the governors and municipal suthor-
ities in the North to take instant measures to protect their harbors. He had
nodoubt, he said, that the monster was at this moment on her way to Wash-
ington, and, looking out of the window, which commanded a view of the Po-
tomac for many miles, ** Not unlikely we shall have a shell or cannon ball
from one of her guns in the White House before we leave the room.” Mr.
Seward, usually buoyant and self-reliant, overwhelmed with the intelligence,
listened in msive sympathy to Stanton and was greatly depressed, as
were, indeed, all the members.

Something more is necessary than for us to add to the ironclads
of this country, We have now a navy able to compete with that
of any nation on the face of the earth, I am willing that we
gshould have every safeguard and every means of defense that is
needed for this country. But the point I make is that we should
defer the authorization of more ships for the present.

Mr. KING. Isitnot a fact that our Navy is to-day the superior
of any other on earth, unless it be that of Great Britain?

Mr. RIXEY. I understand our Navy stands either third o
fourth in the list of all the navies in the world. .

Mr. KING. I think it is second.

Mr, RIXEY, With the ships already authorized we have a
great and powerful navy, able to maintain and enforce respect
for the dignity, honor, and security of American interests,

We do not wish to aggressively provoke wars, and we are
equally sure that no nation cares to provoke the United States
to mortal combat,

Our Navy is a new one. It consists of the best ships and the
best men. With the completion of the ships already authorized,
it can not only compete with any other, but can defend the
interests of the United States from the aggression of any other

nation.
If 1 thought that these ships were needed for the Navy, I would
vote for them as quickly and as cheerfully as I voted the fifty

million for defense. No man is readier to uphold the authority
of this Government and provide for the protection and enforce-
ment of all of the rights of its citizens. e will uphold and fol-
low the emblem of our sovereignty wherever it leads, We will
settle our difficultiesat home. Differing as to our domestic policy
I condemn in the strongest terms the spirit of foreign aggrandize-
ment now rife in the land; I condemn the contention that we can
have colonies under any circumstances or in any clime. Equally
do I insist that it is not to our interest to have territories in for-
eign lands, but when it comes to a foreign enemy at war with
this country we give a united, solid, loyal defense of the flag
wherever it is placed by the authority of the United States,
[Applause.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I do not desire o trespass
upon the time and patience of the committee by repeating what I
said yesterday; but in view of the attitude of my colleague on
the committee [Mr, RIxEY], I wish to criticise a few of his state-
ments. '

I can scarcely understand the logic of his position when he de-
clares, in the first place (concurring with my remark of yester-
day), that the judgment of naval e is that the life of an
ironclad is fifteen or sixteen years, and then follows that declara-
tion with the statement that we have enongh ships in our Navy
now to compete with the world, although he knows that it takes
between five and six years from the time a vessel is laid down to
put it in commission; so that, as a matter of tact, the vessels au-
thorized in this provision will scarcely be ready for sea until ves-
sels which are now the pride of the American Navy are ready to
go upon the docks as useless,

The gentleman says I declared I was in favor of our country
having the greatest navy in the world. I repeat that statement.
And again I cite him to the langunage of Mr. Calhoun, who said
that our construction of ships should be limited only by our
capacity to l\?sy for them and to man them.

Mr. GAINES, Have we ke;it our Navy up to that standard?

Mr. WHEELER. No; but I would keep our Navy up to that
standard.

Mr. GAINES. 1 asked, have we done so0?

Mr. WHEELER. No, we have not. It was the ublican
party who allowed our Navy to go into decadence; and all the
glory of the present American Navy belongs to the Democratic
party. I regret tosay (though I am not ashamed to say it) that
one of the infirmities of my party’s policy is that in these latter
days it has been contenting itself with criticism and obstruction
and has not had the constructive genius to sail on the seas of
originality and suggest ideas for itself. I am not afraid to state
my position, and I am unwilling to admit that those men who
step haltingly in the tracks of the great Democratic fathers should
steal from them the honor which justly belongs to them.

And if, Mr. Chairman, Mr, Calboun’s policy had been followed
when the Republican party came into the control of the Govern-
ment, the so-called new idea of constructinﬁ-a great navy would
not have been new, but would have remained the policy of a Dem-
ocratic Administration. A Democratic Secretary of the Navy
suggested the revival of such a policy and the position that we
shonld hold on the high seas.

I have no doubt that my debonair friend from Illinois, the
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, will claim that also
as belonging to the Republican party, as he does almost every-
thing that is brought up in this Rmcum ion that his party can by
any possibility lay claim to.

. FOSS. I would like to ask the gentleman a question.

Mr. WHEELER. inly.

Mr. FOSS. I would like to ask the gentleman if he is aware of
the fact that William Jennings Bryan on the floor of this House
in 1800 said that he was opposed to the further construction of

war alnvpa?

Mr. WHEELER. Mr, Chairman, William Jennings Bryan is
a great, a pure, and a most honorable citizen of the Republic.
But he is not the Democratic party by any means, I will state to
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my friend. [Laughter and applause.] That excites merriment
and applause on the Republican side of the Chamber, because
their patron saint, their party shibboleth, and because their
TUltima Thule of action is embodied in the personality of a gentle-
man who occupies a seat in the other side of this Capitol, by name
“ MarcUs AURELIUS HANNA.” aughter and applause on the
Democraticside.] They can not understand how we can recognize
a citizen of our party—great and distinguished a citizen as he is—
as a leader in many things, but who is not infallible in all. But
you shake the purse strings and shout ‘* MarRK Ha~NNA!” and you
can get a vote of confidence on any subject upon the earth from
that side of the Chamber, [Laughter.]

But, Mr. Chairman, let us get back to the question at issue,
because on this question I am persnaded for once in this world
that the Republican party—the most of them—are right. Now,
my colleague from Virginia [Mr. RIXEY] cites the war in South
Africa and the war in the Philippine Islands as instances of the
fact that countries need armies as well asnavies. Are younotun-
happy in the examples, my friend, that you cite before the Amer-
ican people and upon which you wish toobtain their opinion—one
a bloody war of conquest, the other a war of extermination? 1t
is true that neither the United States nor Great Britain have
their navies taking part in these unha%py struggles for the sub-
jugation of helpless or weaker people. It is the army that is dan-
gerous to the liberties of a people, but a navy never in history, to
repeat myself, has threatened the liberties or destroyed the fabric
of government of any people under the sun.

I am not in favor of the construction of a large navy for
sive pu s, I am notin favor of the expenditure of ions
upon millions of dollars for the construction of t battle ships,
excepting for the protection of our coasts and harbors, for if we
have a great and efficient navy we are not only honored at home,
but respected abroad. We are enabled to protect ourselves by this
means withount the construction of great coast defenses.

However much we may reprobate the sentiment we must admit
the truth of the statement or suggestion that has been made that
this is a commercial age, and to quote an expression which was
used or quoted by gentlemen on the other side during the last
campaign, commerce does, to a certain extent at least, follow the
flag. Since we have entered into rivalry for the commerce of the
world, I want an American battle ship everywhere in the world
where it is necessary to protect the producer and the seller as well
as the purchaser of American commodities,

Mr, GAINES. To make drummers out of the battle ships?

Mr, WHEELER. No, sir; but to carry to every part of the
earth the American flag, into every clime and to every country, in
order to protect, as I have said, our producers and sellers under
the flag of the United States. The best way to insure peace is to
be prepared for war.

Mr.ﬂGAINES. Do we not sell our products everywhere on
earth?

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous consent that the time of the
gentleman be extended for five minutes.

Mr. WHEELER. I only want a minute or two.
cegdhe CHAIRMAN. Withoutobjection, the gentleman will pro-
There was no objection.

Mr. WHEELER. Just a moment, Mr, Chairman, and then I
am done. I have said that the judgment of the heads of the de-
g?rt.ments of the Navy should be persuasive with this House. I

id not mean to imply that it should be conclusive, but the con-
struction of great vessels of war, their mode of construction, how
many we need, what we should do with them, must of necessity
be to some extent a sealed book to the layman. I have confidence
in the Secretary of the Navy; I have confidence in the heads of
;1710 departments, They have recommended this increase of the

avy.

The country, I believe, indorse the committee in trying to build
up a great navy, and I suggest that so long as the Secretary of
the Navy and his department chiefs command the respect of the
country their judgment should indeed be potential with the rep-
resentatives of the American people, who are not supposed to
pass finally upon this question, but who are supposed to take the
recommendation of these department chiefs and give them the
money as they need it.

I sincerely hope, sir, that the motion of the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Rixey] will not prevail.

r. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. WHEELER. Certainly.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman, of course, is aware that we limit
the number and sizeof the Armybylaw. Isthegentleman willing
to express an opinion as to what the ultimate size of the Navy
should be?

_ Mr. WHEELER. I would most cheerfully express an opinion,
if Icould form an intelligent one. But I believe that the grow-

ing needs of the country, the rapid increase of population, the
friction generated by the position recently taken by this country,
are things which make it impossible for any citizen of the Re-
public at this time to attempt to pass intelligently upon that ques-
tion. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN, Does not the gentleman, however, believe that
with the increase of the Navy authorized by the present bill the
Navy will then be as large as the present needs of the country re-
quire?

Mr. WHEELER. If we could stop the corroding fingers of
time, if we could check the ravages of rust, if iron would always
be as strong and steel as durable as now, if these ships would beas
good fifteen years from now as they are to-day, perchance we
might consider that question; but when you know that as weare
constructing the Navy is also decaying, and that some of these
ships that are now effective will soon be re ed as useless, I am
unwilling to say that the Navy is now strong enough for the
needs of the country.

Mr. MANN. The reflacing of ships as they wear out has
nothing to do with the ultimate size of the Navy, but an increase
in the total fighting strength of the Navy is another proposition.

Mr. WHEELER. My personal judgment is that the American
Navy should be so strong that when we declare what a thing
shall be upon the high seas all nations will recognize that it
must be so. I}Ap%lause.]

Mr., MANN. Then I take it that the gentleman believes, in
conformity with some opinions which seem to exist on this floor,
that the United States Navy ought to be large enough to whip all
the other nations of the earth.

Mr. WHEELER. Well, Ithink, man for man and ship for ship,
we can do that with the Navy that we now have. [Applause.]

Mr, KITCHIN. Mr, Chairman, I rise to support the motion of
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RIXEY]. hile I have great
respect for the opinions of the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
WHEELER], having served now for some time upon this commniit-
tee with him, yet in this particular matter I differ with him. I
think, Mr. Chairman, that we have an adequate Navy for our
present needs. I think that we should have a navy sufficient to
protect us in time of war. Those who oppose the provision au-
thorizing the building of four more large ships in this bill are not
unpatriotic. We all believe that if they are necessary then they
should be built. Our differences arise from the differences in
judgment as to their necessity.

To my mind, the idea of our country having a navyas large as
that of England is preposterous, for the simple reason that the
United States does not, under present conditions, need a navy
as large as that of England. e have seacoasts here in the
United States, we have Porto Rico, we have the Hawaiian Islands,
the Philippines, and the Alaskan coast to defend; but, sirs. Eng-
land has vastly more seacoast and territory to defend with her
navy than we have with ours, England to a large extent rules
her peoples without their consent. There is more danger of Eng-
land having trouble with her colonies than of the United States
havin% trouble with her people.

England's navy must be scattered throughount the world at all
times. Our Navy can always be practically concentrated here;
and I see no sufficient reason why the American Conzress should
insist that we have a navy equal to that of England. Why, to-
day, in my judgment, we have the second best navy in the world.
We have not the tonnage that Russia has, we have not the ton-
nage that France has, but with those exceptions and with the
exception of the navy of England, we have more tonn in our
Navy than any other nation on the face of the earth. Eﬁ%’e have
1}13.01-3 tonnage than Germany has and practically as much as

rance.

Yet, Mr, Chairman, owing to the more recent construction of
our Navy, owing to thelarger tonnage, on an average, of our great
ships, in my judgment our Navy to-day is a more effective navy
than the navy of either France or Russia. Itis known that the
great bulk of the English navy in tonnage is of old construction.
Our Navy is the most modern of all the great navies of the world.
To-day the Navy of the United States coststhe people of this coun-
try $5 per voter. This bill carries something like $75,000,000 and
authorizes contracts to carry many millions more.

If the present programme is adopted as a matter of necessity,
the naval appropriation bill will, within a few years, carry annu-
ally more than a hundred millions of dollars. As the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, Mmm%has asked, Where shall this stop? Be-
cause we are a great and powerful nation is no good reason for
constantly increasing the American Navy above the needs of the
American people. e must consider the necessity and demand
for this Navir. This bill now requires a tax of $5 per voter—
$75,000,000. In our comparatively segregated condition we to-day
have more of a practical navg for us than England has for her, and

%:n case of war with England our natural advantages far surpass
ers,
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‘We have no territory lying at her door she could seize, while
Canadas, her best possession, would be at our mercy in a few days.
'We have our outposts at Porto Rico and our outposts in the I{;
cific, and no English fleet would ever land an army hkere. So, in
case of war with England, in our present position, our Navy
would be more effective for us than the navy of England would
be for England.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman may be permitted to proceed with his remarks to their
conclusion.

The CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent is asked that the I_fem-
tlemen be permitted to conclude his remarks. Is there objection?
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. GAINES. What is the tonnage of the English navy?

Mr, KITCHIN, In response to the gentleman from Tennessee
I will state that the entire tonnage of England is near 1,900,000
tons,

Mr. GAINES. How many battle shi

Mr, KITCHIN. England had, acco
tee, last year 70 battle ships.

Now, Mr, Chairman, as to the judgment of theheads of Depart-
ments, referred to by my friend from Kentucky [Mr. WHEELER],
1 suppose it is a fact known to every man who has been in Con-

any number of years that every head of a Department is
willing to ax;fend vast sums of money to advance his special De-
partment. And it is generally true with the committees here. It
seems to me that theseofficials in charge of the great Departments
of the Government forget how the money is raised to pay this
great expense and only look toward building up that specific arm
of the Government under their control.

Why, I admit that to have the greatest navy on the face of the
gea would be an admirable thing and a source of pride to this
country, But there is another side to that. 'We have to pay for
it, the people have to pay the expense of constructing and main-
taining it, and the question for practical men to decide is whether
this great increase is justified by the necessities of the sitnation.
Upon that I differ with the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.

HEELER]. I think, while it is proper for the heads of the De-
tments to submit to us their recommendations, that we stand
midway between the people on the one hand and the United States
Treasury on the other, and it is our duty, in the interest of the
taxpayers of the country, very closely to scrutinize the recom-
mendations given to us by Cabinet officers.

As has been said by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. RiIxeY],
we have now under construction or authorized 11 first-class
instruments of war, not all first-class battle ships, but either first-
class battle ships or armored and protected cruisers; and in my
opinion the armored cruiser is a more effective weapon than a
battle ship.

Mr. RIXEY. If the gentleman will permit me, in addition to
those now in commission we already have 11 authorized battle
ships; and bids are out now for three protected cruisers.

h{r. KITCHIN. Yes; the bids are to be opened on the 1st of
Fe , as [ understand.

Now, if there is anything in the argument of the gentleman
from Kentucky, that in a few years half of these battle ships now
on the sea will be rusting in their docks, that of itself ought to
make this Congress pause, because we have 14 authorized but not
yet afloat—11 which have been referred to and 3 protected cruisers
contracts for which will be made next month—which will in a few
years be rusting in thedocks. Why notrest a while? In addition
to those now afloat, will not these 14 be enough to have rusting
in a few years?

We are in no imminent danger of outside powers, and I see no
necessity for the American people to be alarmed over its Navy.
We have a great Navy—one of which every citizen should be
proud. We have 25.000 sailors. We have, 1 believe, more than
800 ships in that Navy now, some of them in the aunxili fleet.
‘We have 254 war vessels exclusive of the auxiliary fleet, and about
60 of these I would deem first-class instrnments of sea warfare,
without including gunboats, monitors, torpedo boats, and tor-
pedo-boat destroyers. I will now read from the report of the
committee on this bill. We have:

REGULAR NAVY.
Firat-clans DattloaliDE oo s i iani dnin e s e e
First-class battle ships, sheathed
battle ship

have they?
ing to the naval commit-

Bteel single-turret monitors
Double-turreted monitors............

3 | new vessels were to be built—armor, guns, ev

boats...
Submarine to: ts . 3
Wooden _ton)e?:?xmt ............... AR TR e e R el R SRR 1
Iron cruising vessels. _.... -
‘Wooden cruising vessels. .
iﬂpﬂing vessels, wooden.... =
u 3 - -

Wooden steam vessels unfit FOT Sem SEFYICS - .- - ooooeoeoeoooeeee e
‘Wooden sailing vessels unfit for sea service

Total number of vessels in Regular Navy._............ S A

In addition to these we have 56 vessels in the auxiliary fleet.

When gentlemen demand that our Navy be increased to the
gize of England’s, if tonnage is the test, then it is a demand that
our Navy be quadrupled, which will cost a thousand million dol-
lars. It is a demand that instead of the people aunually sup-
porting 25,000 seamen they will be compelled to support a hun-
dred thousand. It would practically, in my judgment, require an
annual naval ap[propriatiou of more than $200,000,000 after its first
construction. I think our Navy will cost a great deal more per
seaman than England’s. Four years ago this bill wasonly haIng
what it is fo-day in the amount of money carried.

So, Mr, Chairman, in view of the enormous expense which is
entailed already npon the American people by our new Navy; in
view of the fact that we have a great Navy that no man can de-
ride or mock—a Navy, in my opinion, second only to one, that of
England; in view of the fact that this item of four ships in the
bill will entail an expense, for construction, armor. and armament,
of about $30,000,000 to the American people, besides the increased
annual expense hereafter for maintenance, I think we can safely
omit this item in this appropriation bill. These ships, exclusive
of armor and armament, are estimated to cost, by the chairman
of the Naval Committee, nearly $16,000,000.

Now, when you add to that the cost of the armor and then the
cost of the armament, my judgment is it will run the cost of the
four vessels nup to about $30.000,000. I have said so much in or-
der that no gentleman on that side may think that we who are
gﬁ)pmed to what we think is extravagant expenditure will sa;

at we are nnpatriotic. I have given my reasons for that, and{
shall content myself with voting for this proposition.

Personally I wonld not have objjected to seeing one ship author-
ized, because I believe that the people of this conntry, who really
do not know the effectiveness of our present Navy, have an idea
that our Navy is rather a small affair and desire to see it con-

stantly i In obedience to that desire I would be willing
to see one Sh:iﬁ authorized by this bill. But between the proyposi-
tion in the bill and the proposition to strike it out I shall, in the

interest of economy and because I believe there is no necessity for
it, vote to strike it out.

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, it will always be to
me a pleasant recollection that in entering upon my service in this
House as a member of the Fifty-second Congress I was assigned
to duty upon the Committee on Naval Affairs, The Hon. Hilary A,
Herbert was at that time chairman of the committee, though in
the next Congress he became Secretary of the Navy Department
under Mr. Cleveland’s second Administration. Among the mem-
bers were men of great force. such as Mr, Axos J. CuMMINGS, of
New York; Mr. LopGE, of Massachusetts, and Mr. BoUuTELLE, of
Maine, who has since rendered good service as chairman of the
committee. At that time our new Navy had indeed been begun,
but it was still almost in its infancy as compared with its present
development.

NEW NAVY.

In some brief remarks submitted to the Honse by me on the 11th
of May, 1894, I took occasion to review briefly the more recent steps
of reconstructing our Navy. Three modern unarmored cruisers,
the Chicago, Boston,and Atlanta, and one dispatch boat, the Diol-
phin, were commenced under Mr, CHANDLER’S administration of
the Navy Department. Secretary Whitney suncceeded to the
office with a worthy ambition to lay the foundation of a great
Navy on modern lines, with all the a Flianm of science, which
would be worthy of this great Republic. When he entered on
his duties the country did not a single vessel of war ablo
to cope with a first-class vessel of any important power. Therc was
no establishment in the United States that conld turn out the

3 | armor for modern vessels, and not one that could turn out tho

forﬁing-s for a modern gun exceeding 6 inches caliber. No anto-
mobile torpedoes had ever been manufactured in this country; no
modern rapid-fire guns, and not a grain of powder for a high-
power gun. ,

The new Secretary, the first Democratic Secretary for many
years, set himself to work to remedy this unfortunate condition
of affairs. He aimed not only to create ships and guns equal to
any in the world, but, above all, to arrange and provide th?t 3:9
-—1i0 {:]

United States and of American manufacture. ere was 10
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1 to be any d dence u Europe for an of the war materials, into an ironclad vessel of war, which soon de-

a%‘;ggr %rivateyan public eaﬁlishm?nats werey 1 to be enconr- ::tlrgoyed two splendid frigates, and thereby revolutionized the
naval shipbuilding of the world. Some ironclads had, indeed,

aged, so that this work could go on regularly from year to year
without a break, and so that in time of peace the counfry would
be prepared, if war should come, to meet it fearlessly and with
the ahility to develop its great latent powers, This patriotic and
wise aspiration was realized under Mr. Whitney's administration
and carried forward with energy by his successors in the Depart-
ment, Messrs, Tracy, Herbert, and Long.
XO POLITICS IN NAVY.

The work of these gentlemen in the Navy Department was
seconded by the Naval Committees of this House regardless of
party lines, and although there was for a while considerable op-
position in Congress to the prompt and adequate development of
our naval power, that opposition has been compelled to yield to
the force of discussion and to a public sentiment daily becomglf
moreenlightened and more resolutein the purpose that the Ameri-
can Republic should have a first-class Navy, worthy of its wealth,

wer, and history, and equal to the protection of its honor and

terests, [Applause.]
SLOW BUT SURE RECONSTRUCTIORX.

I was for a while impatient of what I regarded as inadequate
appropriations, but I am not certain that the somewhat slow and
cautious manner in which the work of reconstruction proceeded
did not possess some counteracting features or compensation in
enabling us to avoid errors and to avail ourselves more fully and
completely of the experience of other governments. At no time
have we gone backward, At no timehas the purpose of the coun-
try faltered. The opposition to a strong navy has grown weaker
in every Congress, and now I may say freely that public sentiment
is almost unanimous on the subject. The country demands a
vowerful navy. Congress has of late years fairly r ded to
this demand. The recent appropriations have been liberal, and
the good work is going on bravely.

EARLY NAVAL HISTORY.

A taste for maritime adventure and a capacity for daring naval
operations have illustrated American history from our earliest
epoch as a people. The whale fishery, so arduous and hazardous,

n at an early period. In 1707, 1709, and 1710 three naval ex-
tions were organized by the American colonists against Port
yal in Acadia. The last was successful. In the nch war
of 1744 a large land and naval force was set on foot by tbe eastern
colonists to act in conjunction with the British fleet against Louis-
berg. During the Revolutionary war our ancestors, with no dock
yards or facilities for building or re ships, contested the
sea with what was the most pow maritime nation in the
world. Vessels of war were bought or built or captured, and
went forth to battle under our flag. An American fleet, com-
manded by Paul Jones, captured a British frigate, after a bloody
fight, in British waters.
ardly had the war closed before, under the wise advice of
Washington and other leading statesmen, our Government began
the construction of a Navy, Washington warmly recommended
it. The value of this work was felt during the serious difficulties
with France in 1798, With the first year of the next cen it
became necessary to send a portion of oursmall Navy to the Med-
iterranean in order to chastise the Barbary powers for piracy
upon American commerce. The service proved hazardous, but
was most gallantly performed.

By the time that the country was forced into a second war with
Great Britain,in1812, our Navyﬁwas able to domuch touphold our
flag and its honor. Many a British ship had to strike its flag.
From that hour the Navy became fixed in the affections of the
American people. There was afterwards a long period of com-

tive peace, but in that time the Japan expedition of our Nav
opened up that interesting country to commerce, civilization, ang
progress. Another expedition, under Wilkes, explored the South
Seas, Lieutenant Brooke, by his invention of the deep-sea sound-
ings, paved the way for the Atlantic cable, and the genius of
Maury studied and mapped the winds and currents of the ocean,
thus enabling the mariner to traverse its great pathways with
precision, speed, and safety. Both of these were Southern men.

During the civil war both sides displayed naval aptitude. The
Federal Navy began a blockade of the Southern coast, which was
ineffective at first, but which afterwards did become effective and
which cut off the Confederacy from shipping its own products
abroad or importing the material of war which it absolutely re-
quired. This blockade and the operations of the Federal Navy
upon the Southern rivers contributed far more to the exhaustion
and final defeat of the Southern people than the great armies mar-
ghaled against them. The Confederacy had no regular navy, no
ghipyards and ap‘fliancesfpr its construction, andonly a few arti-
sans; but they did everything possible with their scanty resources.

Under the superintendence of Captain Brooke, of V).rﬂ.uu‘ inia,
whom I have already mentioned, the wooden ship of war Merri-
mac was converted at Norfolk, despite every difficulty of procur-
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been built before the war of 1861 by England and France, but
this was the first practical demonstration of their power. This
event sealed the fate of wooden naval ships—those grand crea-
tions identified with the glories of Trafalgar, the Baltic, and the
Nile. Every foreign nafion at once profited by this experience,
but it took onr own Government a number of years to Fe?arn the
lesson which the battle of Hampton Roads, in 1862, tanght to
foreign powers,
SEA POWER IMPORTANT.

One of the ablest of modern writers on naval topicsand history,
Captain Mahan, has shown us the vast importance of sea power
to a people. Sea power gave preeminece to Athens, Carthage, and
Rome. Sea power more than any one cause enabled England to
carr{‘ on her long struggle with Napoleon and eventually to tri-
umph over the man of destiny. Sea power made our war with
Mexico vastly easier by the safe transportation of men, material,
food, and every element of military supply.

Sea power, as I have asserted, turned the scale in the civil war,
Sea power placed China at the mercy of Japan a few years ago.
Sea power—naval superiority—the victory of the naval forces un-
der Schley at Santiago practically ended the late Spanish war.
The Spanish navy was wiped ont. Spain realized that she could
not reenforce her armt{of occupation in Cuba by a man or a gun,
and she knew that with the command of the sea the United States
could send any number of men to Caba that might become neces-

in order to surround and capture the Spanish forces. It was
no longer an equal combat. This proud and gallant nation was
forced to yield. And so it has been always. Sea power is the
glory and security of a people. Thenation that possesses it starts
in a fight with a great and manifest advantage.

I should much regret if anyone were to infer from what I have
said that I favor a policy of war and conquest. I desire the
with all m{ heart. I appreciate profoundly the miseries of war,
its inevitable horrors and losses, the suffering it brings to the
aged, the helpless, to women and children, the blow to civiliza-
tion and to industries, the danger to civil liberty, the burdens to
posterity, the demoralization both of public men and of private
character soapt fo follow in the train of war. All these evilsand
more I fully appreciate. I believe that with a wise, humane, and
statesmanlike policy our present tronbles may be composed and
that we may avoid the horrors and miseries of war. [Applause.]

NAYY NO MENACE.

It is our dut—{mto strive earnestly in this direction; but, while I
feel thus and shall act on this line, I can not regard the creation
of a strong navy as a departure from a policy of peace. The
navy is not the usual instrument by which free governments are
overthrown. It constitutes no menace to our free institutions, as
does a large standing army—so wisely dreaded by the sagacious
and good men who founded this Government. Nor is the navy
in itself an incentive o foreign wars or to an aggressive policy.
On the contrary, I regard a strong navy, built and armed on
modern lines, as a measure of peace.

I do not wish to see the commerce or the shores of this country
lying at the mercy of any one of a half a dozen nations which may
be s:lperior to us in naval power, 1 think that with an adequate
naval force proportioned to our wealth, commerce, foreign trade,
and domestic resources, we are far more apt to preserve peace with
foreign nations than if by neglect or shortsightedness we suffer
ourselves to fall behind in naval power. I applaud the excellent
system of land fortifications npon which we entered a few years
ago; but these forts are most valuable to us as anadjunct and base
to our fleets and navy-yards, The ship at sea or able to go there
is your true fortification. The British poet said long ago:

Britannia needs no bulwark,
No towns along the steep;

Her march is on the mountain wave,
Her home is on the deep.

If we have a strong, efficient navy our forts will probably not
have occasion to fire a gun. The fleets of a foreign foe will not
darken our shores. Our commerce both here and in remote quar-
ters of the globe will be protected. More than this, foreign na-
tions, however unfriendly, or jealouns, or hostile, will hesitate to
assail us. They will not be provoked to war by the idea that it
will be an easy jobto inflictonus a t humiliation and injary,
Thltiay will be careful to avoid offensive demands or an aggressive

olicy.
L Y EXPAREION OF COMMERCE.

‘We all know that a great expansion of our foreign commerce is
going on all the time. We are exporting not only cotton, cereals,
wheat, corn, flour, tobacco, naval stores, petroleum, coal, pig iron,
copper, and all the products of our soil and mines, but also our
manuf: of iron and steel, and many other articles. We are
beginning to compete with our manufactures in the markets of
the world, and we are selling our manufactured goodsin the very
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countries that for a century and more have been supplying us with
those very articles we now export. With a commerce so rapidly
expanding, and already so vast, the necessity of a strong navy can
not be denied.

In addition to all these conditions I feel that we are bound to
study our political environments. Some of these environments
we may deplore and condemn. We may consider, as many of us
do, that the colonial policy is a blunder and perhaps also a crime.
We may regard the annexation of the Hawaiian Islands as a
needless, costly acquisition of doubtful advantage to us, and that
every good end and benefif in it could have been better secured
by maintaining the quasi protectorate which we established there
a number of years ago.

But the annexation of these islands is now an accomplished fact
and will not berevoked. Many thoughtful men who were willing
to consent to the annexation of Hawaii on the greund of guarding
and promoting our commerce in the Pacific regret, however, the
annexation of Porto Rico as involving the incorporation of a small
island with a million of people, largely a mixed or inferior race,
;peaking a different tongue, unaccustomed to republican institu-

ons, and adding a new problem to the many difficulties we already
have in order to maintain nnimpaired the free constitutional Re-
public created by our fathers. Yet Porto Rico has been annexed
or acquired, and while it would probably have been wiser to allow
them a government of their own choice, nnder an American pro-
tectorate, the public policy on the subject seems to be fixed in favor
of a permanent annexation; so that you have both Porto Rico and
the Hawaiian Islands to guard with your troops and your Navy.

This is not all. Wisely or unwisely, rightfully or wrongfully,
we are engaged in a war to establish American rule and sover-
eignty in the islands composing the Philippine group, on the other
side of the globe. I do not propose to discuss here the wisdom or
the necessity of this policy. 1 assume that the dominant party
controlling the Administration and Congress will go on with this
policy. It is costly, burdensome, full of difficulties, but it is not
going to be revoked or changed inside of two years, perhaps four
OF moTe years.

Already you have (5,000 American soldiers there.

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the genfleman inform the House in
what way the increase of our Navy by the construction of these
additional battle ships is going to do anything to protect our
goldiers in the Philippine Islands from those against whom we are
now waging war?

PROTECT OUR SOLDIERS.

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana, You must preserve your communi-
cations with them. If you happen to have a war with any one of
five or six leading naval powers you are liable to have these sol-
diers cut off from reenforcements of men, food, and material of
war. You can not protect them without an adequate naval
force, and that means a large naval force. 1f Eou fail to do
this you would expose that force to risks not unlike those which
Spain encountered in 1898, when she had near 200,000 troops in
Cuba, but did not have an adequate navy, and was therefore un-
able to supply and reenforce them. If a strong naval power
were to drive our fleet away from the Pacific waters, our soldiers
now in the Philippines might be compelled to capitulate. Inany
case, they would certainly be placed at a%ea.t disadvantafe. Sus-
pend our naval communications with the Philippines for three
months and the mischief wounld be most serious, [Applause.]

Mr. BARTLETT. I do not wish to take up the gentleman’s
time, but I would like to ask him another question. He has said
that we need these new battle ships for the {) e of protecting
our 65,000 soldiers now in the Philippine Is ang and engaged in
war or suppressing an insurrection, or whatever other name may
be given to that contest. The gentleman will allow me to say
that I myself have hitherto voted for a proper increase of the
Navy; I donot desire now to stop that increase. But he surely does
notmean tosay that theships authorized by this bill are needed now
for the purpose of carrying on any war in the Philippine Islands.

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana. My friend from Georgia certainly
can not have inferred from aught 1 have said that the ships au-
thorized in the present bill can be expected to participate in our

nding trouble in the Philippines, yet conditions there may extend
?:r into the future, necessitating naval protection and large arma-

ments,

Mr. BARTLETT. Isitnot afactthatthe monarchical powers
of the earth, instead of being against us, are rather in sympathy
with us in the war we are waging against the Filipinos for their
suppression?

r. MEYER of Louisiana. That may be. I am not now nor
have I ever been an advocate of that war. I deplore it quite as
much, I am sure, as the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. BARTLETTiI.
That, now, is not the question. You may say that this whole
trouble in the Philippines could have been avoided, but this state-
ment does not dispose of the question. The troops are there.
Thepolicyis upon us. The Government is commi to it. Con-

geeas will not change it. Nothing, then, is left but to recognize
imperative necessity for a navy so strong that it will be ade-

uate to maintain our communications. We cannottakeany risks.

e can not leave our soldiers exposed to the mercy of any one of
half a dozen naval powers.

I shall not dwell upon the Chinese troubles, for which, surely,
our Government is no more responsible than others, and not as
much; but, in any case, with the settlement of these troubles the
necessity for a naval force in that quarter will not disappear.
Our commerce with China has been rapidly growing, and will de-
velopeven morerapidlyinthefuture, Itisasyetonlyinitsinfancy.

Nor need I speak of Alaska, our new possession, most honor-
ably aq?uired but along way off from the rest of the country.
If assailed it can only be succored and defended by sea power,
nglg, ggain, you may need a naval force, You can not dispense
with it.

CUBAN INTERESTS.

I come now to Cuba. Our present military occupation there
with 6,000 or 8,000 troops is only temporary, I admit. We are
pledged to allow the Cubans the choice of their own government,
and after some delay we are now about to redeem our pledge.
Bat, gir, the future of that island is to us of the highest importance,
Our commerce with thisisland has been great in the past and will
be much greater in the future. Ourinterests there in every point
of view are important. The presence of a naval force in conven-
ient proximity to the West Indies is indispensable to the primac
we are to exercise in that quarter of the globe. As to that pri-
macy I think we are well agreed. It is preeminently our ‘““sphere
of influence.”

ISTHMIAN CANAL.

I now refer to an object very dear to the American heart. I

mean the construection of an isthmian canal. The American peo-

le, with extraordinary unanimity, are committed to the policy of

uilding an interoceanic canal. They believe it their right and
interest to have such a grand communication constructed between
the two oceans. Nor will they consent to any foreign partnership
in the construction, ownership, or management of this canal. But
if this line of policy be pursued, and public sentiment demands
that it shall be pursued, there must be a navy,and a strong one, to
defend the canal. This great work, which is to cost $200,000,000
and to accomplish so much for our commerce and protection, can
not be left to the possibility of attack by a superior hostile fleet.
We can not allow the canal to be struck at, and we must also pro-
tect the Governments of Nicaragua and Costa Rica, who have
granted us by treaty the right to build on their soil this great work.

In considering this question of naval strength it isimportant to
consider that there are two great areas or portions of the globe we
have to deal with. We have on the one hand our long coast line,
with its opulent cities, on the Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico,
and also the eastern coast of South America. On the other hand,
we have onr Pacific coast line, Alaska, Hawaii, and the Orient.
We can not employ our naval force on one side to operate on the
other save by the long and tedions route around Cape Horn, or by
the proposed Nicaraguan Canal. If the latter is to be nsed, it must
be able to accommodate war vessels of 28 or 80 feet. That will be
the size of the battle ship of the future. Battle ships of 14,000 and
15,000 tons have already been ordered by foreign governments,
In discussing the problem the question is, How many war vessels
can you assemble in a reasonable time at a given point? AsI
understand, though I may be mistaken, the Suez Canal is avail-
able for the largest war ships. This is a short, easy route for
European nations to use in effecting a concentration, especially in
Eastern waters,

OUR POWER OVERESTIMATED.

If I am right in this line of argnment, the next important ques-
tion is, How far have we proceeded and how stronﬁ are we now?
I fear the ease with which our naval forces triumphed over Spain
in the last conflict has tended to mislead many people in respect to
our actual naval strength. The naval strength of Spain was
greatly overestimated prior to the actual test of war—overesti-
mated by the world and also by ourselves. Spain has not been in
centuries a naval power of any great prominence., She has never
exhibited any aptitude for the sea or for maritime warfare in her
best days. Her fleet in 1808 looked well on gabernfar stronger
than the reality, It was not built in Spanish dockyards, but by
foreign contractors and on bad lines.

The two great naval combats of the Spanish war—one at Manila
Bay, the second at Santiago—showed, indeed, the valor and effi-
ciency of our captains, theirerews, and the meritof our ships. But
the combats were wholly unequal; the odds were overwhelmingly
in our favor. The terrible losses sustained by the Spanish war ves-
sels and the speedy destruction of their ships, while the Americans
sustained only tri.gi.ng losses, proves clearly that the Spanish ships
were outclassed. There was no want of courage or devotion
evinced by the Spanish officers. They and their sailors proved
that they knew how to die at their posts of duty. If any doubt
existed as to the imperfect construction, armament, armor pro-
tection, and supply of the Spanish war vessels, it will be at once
dispelled by a perusal of the statement of Capt. Victor M. Concas,
formerly commander of the Infania Maria Teresa and chief of
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staff to Admiral Cervera during that ill-fated voyage and the
combat off Santiago Harbor on July 3, 1898.

He tells, in vivid story, the tale of the inefficiency and wretched
equipment of the four cruisers which were so speedily destroyed
by our naval squadron. The admiral and the captains knew that
they were being sacrificed by the folly of their home government;,
and were going to a certain doom. It is not probable that in a
generation Spain and the United States will ever have another
naval combat, but I venture to remind you that the Spanish navy,
as it stood before that war began, is a very different creation from
that of Great Britain, France, Russia, Germany, and Japan. If
we are to estimate our naval strength, we must compare our pres-
ent force with that of these governments, and also compare our
programme of construction with theirs,

NAVAL INCREASES ABROAD.
Our Naval Intelligence Burean informs us that the most strik-

ing feature in the principal foreign navies is the marked effort to 3

increase their naval strength. Never before, except perhaps dur-
ing a naval war, has there been such an endeavor and such a
rivalry. This is a fact of which we are bound to take cognizance,
This rapid, vigorous, and expensive construction may have its
origin in the rivalries and jealousies of European governments,
and the naval preparation may not be intended for this country.
But this does not matter greatly. The fleet built to menace or to
strike a European rival can almost as readily be used and em-
ployed against us, and the question is, can we afford to disregard
what other powers are doing in the way of naval preparation?
BATTLE SHIPS DEMANDED.

In the new tonnage now bein% built abroad the largest share is
set aside for battle ships. The old opposition to the battle ship has
died out. Thenaval combats of the future must be mainly decided
by the battle ship fully armed and armored and by the armored
cruiser. There was at one time in our country a strong senti-
ment in favor of the old monitor, but the question of speed and
mobility is now deemed so important that except for harbor de-
fense it is not probable any more monitors will be built, It is
well stated that the armored cruiser comes next in importance to
the battle ship. The advantage of fast cruisers was emphasized
in the late war. Their qualities of speed, coal endurance, and
means of coaling rapidly will make them specially valuable to the
commander of a fleet. All these technical questions however, we
must naturally refer to those officers of the Navy Department,
who are keenly watching the lessons taugllln' by every naval war
and by the development of naval science abroad and at home,

Mr. Chairman, my friend and colleague, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. RIxey],states that we are constructing more largely
than any other government in the world. I may state it as a fact
that in the matter of actual comparison with foreign navies built
and being built, although we have no up-to-date table before us
exhibiting the relative strength of our own and other govern-
ments, it is certain that the number of battle ships we had during
the Spanish war has not as yet been very considerably increased—
I mean of ships actually built, armored, and now ready to be put
in commission for sea service. We had in 1893 the Iowa, the In-
diana, the Massachusetts, and the Oregon, battle ships of the first
class, and the Texas, usually called a second-class battle ship.
These were all capital fighting ships. Since then the Kearsar
has been put in commission, and I believe one or two more battle
ships. Thereport of the Naval Committee last April showed that
the total number of first-class battle ships already built and then
being constructed, or authorized to be constructed, were 15, and
there was also 1 second-class battle ship. Five armored cruisers
had been built or authorized. There were afew monitors, but as
I have said, these, owing to lack of speed, are hardly adapted for
offensive operations at sea.

Unfortunately a number of these battle ships can not be com-

leted for some years to come, and we can not expect speedily to
gave them as a reinforcement to the American Navy in case of a
war. In foreign dock yards a battle ship is completed in a year
and a half. In this country the time required is three years or
longer. This is the least satisfactory feature of our naval con-
struction, I do not go into thecauses of it. I merely mention it
in order toshow that. if you want to strengthen your Navy, you can
not afford to delay the necessary appropriations for construction.

The table of Captain Sigsbee, Chief of the Intelligence Burean
of the Navy Department, appearing on page 25 of last year’s re-

ort from this committee, throws a good deal of light on what

oreign nationshad been doing up to that time in comparison with
our own. I understand this table to give both the ships built and
also those being constructed, and it must be coupled with the fact
that these governments construct their vessels far more quickly
than we do. England leads off with 70 battle ships, with a total
displacement of 823,605 tons; France, with 35 battle ships and
330,599 tons; Russia, with 24 battle ships and 262,912 tons; Ger-
many, with 27 battle ships and 214,859 tons; Italy, with 19 battle
ships and 193,104 tons; the United States, with 16 battle ships and
184,149 tons; and Japan, with 7 battle ships and 92,421 tons.
In armored cruisers the United States are greatly inferior to

England, France, and Russia. They are exceeded also by Japan,
but are somewhat stronger than Germany and Italy.

As I understand, the naval prcgmmmes of nearly all these for-
eign Governments, England and Germany especially, had been ex-
panded during the last few months.

The last annual report of the Secretary of the Navy, page 11,
has a table giving the totals of war vessels now under construc-
tion, as follows:

Battle
shi

It will be seen that the United States are greatly behind any of
these powers in present naval construction, except Japan, with
the strong probability that, except Italy, all of them will complete
their projects before we will complete ours.

Mr, KITCHIN. Will the gentleman allow an interruption?

Mr, MEYER of Lonisiana. Certainly.

Mr. KITCHIN. That estimate does not include the ships an-
thorized by us last year?

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. The contracts for our vessels au-
thorized last session have just been let.

Mr. KITCHIN. The figures which the gentleman has given
for the German navy are the figures authorized under the sixteen-
year programme, I believe, are they not?

Mr, YER of Louisiana. They are included in a programme
extending over a period of years, as I shall explain later.

Mr. KITCHIN. And as to the French navy the figures are in
accordance with a Eorogramme of construction over several years?

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. Undoubtedly; yet the figures given
show a tonnage greatly superior to our own.

FRENCH PLANS.

The French naval programme contemplates after its execution

28 battle ships, 24 armored craisers, and a large number of tor-
o boats. The total cost of new construction amounts to 712,-
,000 francs, or about $143,000,000. In additjon to this, France

is to nsﬁend about $20,000,000 on the improvemeht of the various
arsenals and naval stations,

Mr. KITCHIN. Is it not true that the armored cruisers or the
protected cruisers of either nation are not included in this state-

ment?

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. They are included, and the com-
parisons made seem to me correct.

Mr. KITCHIN. On battle ships alone?

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. On battle ships and others, as my
friend will learn upon further examination.

Mr., KITCHIN, If you should include the armored cruisers
and the protected cruisers, would not the relative position of
Germany and the United States be reversed?

Mr, YER of Louisiana. I believe not: according to my
recollection, Germany would still be far ahead.

Mr, EITCHIN. But while the German Empire was planning
to accomplish a certain increase in sixteen years our increase last
year was four times as great as Germany's would be under that
programme. Is not that correct?

GERMANY ACTIVE.

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. Of course, if I understand you
correctly, But with reference to that, I would observe that the
Empire of Germany is in commercial energy and a thirst for
foreiﬁll:n domination and colonies not behind any other power.
Her Emperoris at the head of this movement, and he is well aware
of the necessity for a strong navy to support it. The keynote of
the policy is that ** Germany requires peace on the sea.”

It is apparent that Germany is not willing to occupy a place in
maritime power second to Russia or France, which Ea.ve so long
excelled her in naval strength. The programme embodied in the
German law of April 10, 1898, contemplated a force of 17 battle
ships, 8 coast-defense vessels, 9 large cruisers, 26 small cruisers
as a fighting fleet ready for sea, and a reserve of 2 battle ships, 3
large cruisers, and 4 small cruisers.

e law of 1898 was carried out before the expiration of the
period contemplated, but a new proposed programme, which I
understand fo have been adopted, contemplates an increase of this
force by 1916 to 29 battle ships, 20 large cruisers, 51 small cruisers,
and 16 divisions of torpedo boats, It is evident that the increase
of the German navy is fo be pushed as rapidly as the finances of
the Empire will permit. Germany is growing rapidly in com-
merce, population, and wealth, and she will be easily able to carry
ont her grand and ambitious designs. If the United States de-
gires to keep pace with German naval development and power, it
will be necessary fo make liberal appropriations to pursue this
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object with the energy and zeal shown by the German Empire
and to develop every feature and agency of onr naval construction.
Here the hammer fell.]h
. KITCHIN. I ask that the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
MevEeR) be allowed to conclude his remarks.

There was no objection.

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. TheNotes of Naval Progress, issned
by the Navy Department, July, 1900, contains a number of details
into which, for want of time, I cannot enter. Thereare, however,
some general statements embodied which are important to be con-
siflered in this connection, and which explain sufficiently many of
the questions involved.

It 1s well said of England that Parliament and the nation have
long accepted the proposition that her naval strength must be
equal in numbers and superior in power to that of the two strong-
est navies in the world. The British estimates for new construc-
tion are, therefore, always framed with reference to that policy.
This is to guard against a possible coalition which might menace
the maritime ascendency of England. Her building projects are,
consequently, framed from year to year in view of what foreign
powers are doing. The navy estimates for 1900-1901 amount toa
gross total of £28,553,222, or about §140,000,000.

ENGLAXD'S PROGRAMME.

Under this programme of construction in 1900 England would
have 17 battle ships, 20 armored cruisers, 1 first-class protected
cruiser, and a number of torpedo boats and destroyers. In 1898
England added 30 ships to her already great navy, with a tonnage
of 140,988, and in 1899 she added 19 more vessels, aggregating 122,-
822 tons. The strength of her navy in officers and men has been
increased to 114,880 officers and men. In addition to this total,
there is a naval reserve of 26,750 seamen and firemen, of whom
25,712 are actually enlisted.

No Em-ty in England criticises this naval preparation, which is
T ed as essential to the security and prestige of the Empire.

Ir. GAINES, May linterrupt the gentleman from Louisiana?

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana. Certainly.

Mr, GAINES. The gentleman reporting this bill said on yes-
tefday that England had the largest navy in the world, but that
a large proportion of her ships had become obsolete. Now, I re-
member in a discussion of this snbject some years ago that the
number of battle ships of Great Britain was mentioned as 64, and
1 understand that that number hasbeen very much reduced by the
ghips becoming gbsolete. I would like to ask the gentleman how
many ships we have actually completed, how many are being con-
structed, and how many are proposed?

Mr. MEYER of Lounisiana. Our Navy at the present time, in-
cluding all ships, as well as those nnder constrnction, consists of
254 vessels in Regular Navy and 56 vessels in Auxiliary Navy: a
total of 310. I shall, with permission of the House, append a table
giving this information in detail.
ing the other question, I am not aware that we have any

obsolete battle ships at all. All of the vessels of our Navy are
usually kept in condition.
Mr. G ES. None of ours, I believe, but England’s. The

gentleman from 1llinois referred to England and stated that many
of their ships had become obsolete.

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana. I regretthat I am unable to give
the gentleman the information tipon that point. I have noidea
that any of England’s naval ships of recent construction and of
the character embraced in our new Navy are obsolete at all. I
have no information myself on that point, but I believe that all
of their ships in commission are more or less serviceable.

Mr. GAINES. What about our monitors and older vessels of
the Navy?

Mr, MEYER of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I believe it is gen-
erally understood that while the old vessels of our Navy—the old
monitors, for example—may be used in case of war to a certain
extent for defending our ports and seaport cities, they can not be
utilized for a, 1ve purposes or as part of a fighting squadron
at sea. For this purpose—for the real test of war, the movable
squadron—we must depend on the “new Navy,” as it is called.
In other words, we must relyon the vessels authorized in 1833 and
constructed from that time to this. Now, what is the cost of this
force? The Secretary of the Navy, in his official rt of Novem-

ber, 1899, for that year, answers that question. He says:
In order to show the amount ex%ondad on the new Navy the Department
has had prepared in the Bureau of following table,

t upgliasand Accounts
which shows in detail the cost of each finished nhlg gince the re
the fleet began in 1883, and the amount expended on those under construction.
The estimates as to unfinished work were prepared in the respective bu-
reaus.

The total for finished vessels of §08,520,511.85and the estimated total for un-
finished vessels of $t2570,610.23 make not a large amount com vely in
view of the result, which is a new Navy of efficient and powerful vessels pre-
pared for the emergencies of national defense. It is hardly more than the
sum paid in a single year for pensions to the soldiers and sailors who served a
generation ago in the late civil war.

‘I'heb?eriod of time covered by this statement for building the
new Navy—our only reliable force—is seventeen years.

ing of

g
pears, therefore, that we gaid for the finished ships of war an
average per annum of §5,795,855.

Surely this is a very moderate sum toexpend perannum. Add,
however, cost of the unfinished ships—some sixty-two millions—
to that spent for the finished ships, and yon have an average ex-
penditure for the seventeen years of construction of $9,476,442,
At the most, it is only some nine and a half millions spent per
annum to put the country in a condition of defense and to main-
tain the honor of the flag.

I ought to add that the sum stated for ** unfinished ships” is an
estimate of the total cost when completed and that of this sum a
very large amount had not been expended on December 31, 1509,
and is still unexpended. Deducting these sums from the total ex-
penditure, the annual average for the seventeen years would fall
considerably below the annual average I have already stated.

I have discussed this topic at such length that I do not deem it
necessary to examine the latest reports of what Italy, Japan, and
Russia are doing. I am speaking to a body of gentlemen who
probably keep pace to eome extent with the progressof naval con-
structionabroad. I have pointed out that the development of our
naval force, while it may be necessary to guard our commerce,
our coasts and cities, and, indeed, is rendered necessary by our
present political environments, is not part of a warlike poliey,
and that it actually tends to promote and preserve peace. I do
not reﬁtd a strong navy as a menace to our liberties in the way
thatalargeand permanent increaseof ourstanding Army wonld be.

PROTECT OUR FLAG.

At the same time, earnestly desirous as I am of a pacific policy
and of a sim%le, economical government, I am not willing to see
our flag at the mercy of any one of half a dozen strong naval
powers that may choose to assail us. Opfimists and philosophers
may say that there will be no danger of a war., There will be no
war possibly if we make up our minds fo submit to every insolent
and unjust demand by a foreign power. The people will never
consent to such a pusillanimonus policy as that. There is nothing
in the presentsituation of affairsthroughout the world to indicate
that the millennium is near at hand, when the lion and the lamb
will lie down peacefully side by side.

WARS POSSIBLE.

At no time has there been more unrest, more disquiet, more
class divisions, more readiness to appeal to the sword or to employ
brute force. Fear of change possesses the monarchs and cabinets
of the world. The bloated armamentsof Europe are not reduced,
All Europe is an armed camp. The sword is drawn, the guns all
shotted. The monarch of all others in Europe most wedded to
peace consented to the destruction of the two unoffending South
Africans republics. As an arbiter for peace, our own power and
influence are not enhanced by the events of the past three years.
It is impossible not to see that the peace of the world may be dis-
turbed any day. In such an hour I hope we may be guiltless,
but it is our duty not to be caught unprepared for the emergenc
if, unfortunately, it shall come upon us. If a general war shoulg
come we may be drawn into it, however pacific our
purpOSBﬂ.
plaunse. ]

licy and
e dare not close our eyes to this possibility, [Ap-

APPENDIX.

The tabular statement below shows the degree of completion of all vessels
under construction on July 1, 1800,

't]z;timates of superin-
ding constructors.
Namoof ves- | Whero and by whom building. | Percent] poianie
o;f:p?g- date of com-
tion. pletion.
1linois........| Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry 84.25 | Aug. 1,1001
Dock Co., Newport News, Va.
Alsbama®....| Wm. Cramp & Sons, Philadelphia, Pa. m Aug. 15,1000
Wisconsin -...| Union Iron Works, S8an Francisco, Cal. ] Nov. 30,1000
T W Cramp & Sons, Philadelphia, Pa. 30 Dec, —,1002
Missouri ...... Newport News Bhipbuilding and Dry 6 Jan. 1,100
Dock Co., Newport News, Va.
(o)1 1, Union Iron Works, San Francisco, Cal. 20 Mar. 65,1002
Ar 77| Newport News Shipbuildingand Dry | & | Nov. 1,100
Dock Co., Newport News, Va.
Monitor No.8.| Bath Iron Works, Bath, Me . ..........| B8 Jan. 1,1903
Florida -...... Lewis Nixon, Elizabe RS I Nov. 15,1901
Wyoming..... Union Iron Works, San Francisco, Cal.|  46.5 | Mar. 5,1601
Denvert ...... Neafie & Levy, Philadelphia, Pa_____. 17 June 14,1002
Des Moinest..| Fore River Engine Co., Weymouth, 3 June 1,1802
Chattanoogat Tli? JCrewent Shipyard, Elizabeth, b Aug. 15,1902
Galvestont...| William RB. Co., Richmond, Va.. 1 June 14,1902
Tacomat...... Union Iron Works, San n Ko™ A EESAET Do.
Cleveland t ...| Bath Iron Works, Bath, Mo ... ..... 5 | Aug. 14,1008
bridge ...| Neafie & Levy, phia, Pa ...... [ July 15,1801
..... 0 s S e S e 66 %?it. 1,1901
----------- el
William R. (8 ¥y 10,
e : ™ | May 251901
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Estimates of superin-
tending constructors.
Nm%:f Vo8- Where and by whom building. Percent! p.oy.oi
c%fgp%- date of com-
tion. pletion.
Hopkins ......| Harlan & Hollingsworth Co., Wil- (1] Apr, 15,1901
mington, Del.
HOll <onccsacst i A s B D 60 | July 15,1901
Lawrence..... Fcﬁe River Engine Co., Weymonth, 95 Nov. 1,1900
ass.
MRSTonouaiy. 1o a0, 1 o o S i At L 2] Dee. 1,1900
Paul Jones....| Union Iron Works, S8an Francisco, Cal. 4 Nov. 15,1900
oy AR iSRRG, [T R S e SO R e el 4 Oct. 81,1000
Preble ........|-.... T e e T R e Tl 73.5 | Nov. 31,1900
Btewart....... Gas Engine and Power Co. and Chas, = July 15,1801
L. Seabur Co., Consolidated,
Morris Heights, N. Y.
Truxton ...... M;{ land Steel Co., Sparrows Point, 25 Mar. 15,1901
Whipple «efoeen. TR L A LI T o | 2 Do.
Worden......|. e Y s S e e e e s e mid KA 25 Do,
Stringham ... Har_lrmto& goll-lingswonh Co., Wil- 98 Aug. 15,1900
mington, De
Goldsborough W'I'olﬁi1 % Zwicker Iron Works, Port- 95 Oct. 15,1900
and, Oreg.
Bailey.........| Gas Engine and Power Co. and Chas. 3 Oct. 1,1000
L. Beabury & Co., Consolidated,
Bagl Baﬂgrﬂig 5 hﬁs'gag; M 80 Dec. 1,1000
........ t T e 4
ey do il 8 Oct. 1,1000
do 2ol 19 Jan. 15,1901
.| Geo. Lawley & Bon Corporatio 88 Dec. 1,1900
Bouth Boston, Mass.
De Long --.... e T e e e el g 0.
Nicholson..... Lewis Nixon, Elizabeth 61 Jan. 1,1901
Brien 62
88 Nov. 25.1000
3 - 25,
Thornton.....|-..-- e S s T 86 Jan. 25,1901
Tingey--.....- Ca]}ltﬁmbian Iron Works, Baltimore, 61 Jan. 1,1801
Wilkes. .......| Gas Engine and Power Co. and Chas. | 51 | Mar. 15,1601
L. Ssﬂbury & Co.. Consolidated,
Morris Heights, N. Y.
Plunger....... William R. Trigg Co., Richmond, Va.. 8 In doubt.
Addert....... Honglmd )To o Boat Co. (Lewis 8 Apr, 25,1801
ixon.
Grampus $.... Binlllan%'l‘orpedn} o Boat Co. (Union 0 Do.
ron Wor
Moceasint ... H‘ﬁ'!‘“‘d }Torpedo Boat Co. (Lewis < May 25,1801
ixom.
Plke$ ......... Holland Torpedo Boat Co. (Union 0 Do.
Iron Works.)
Porpoisef ... H%l}and )Torpedo Boat Co. (Lewis 7 June 25, 1901
xon.
Sharkt --cccacfens-- L R e e el P S e 7 July 25,1901

* Now in service.
+ Protected cruisers, act of March 3, 1809,
4 Six submarine torpedo boats contracted for August 25, 1900,

OUR PRESENT NAVY.

Our Navy at the present time, including all ships, as well as those under
comtrncti?ﬁ, is shovl:n by the following table:

Summary showing the number of vessels in the Uniled States Navy.

First-class battle shi
First-class battle
Second-class battle
Armored cruisers...............
Armored cruisers,sheathe
ram.
Steel single-turret monitors .
PDouble-turreted monitors.__.....
Iron single-turret monitors
Protected cruisers........
Protected cruisers, sheathed........

Armo

ship (Naval Academy), sheathed
Gunboats under 500 tons

Wooden to; o boa
Iron cruising vessels
Wooden cruising vessels
%Img vessels, w

Total number of vessels in Regular Navy-..ceevecasscresansaas Ssaan

Auxiliary

oTuisers......... e a = s as
Converted yachts.....coeeeearmereneee.es

REGULAR NAVY.

shﬁ;a, sheathed .

en .

AUXILIARY NAVY.

Mr, DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it the amend-
ment proposed by the ?entlaman from Virginiais to strike ont en-
tirely the provision of the bill providing for an increase of the
Navy. In other words, to sweep out with one blow the entire
naval programme, which the Naval Committee thinks to be rea-
sonable and a necessity for the interests of the United States, and
80 prevent any increase whatever in the naval establishment.

can not conceive for a moment that this House, earnestly seek-
ing to promote the public welfare, will entertain such a motion.
I want to call your attention, gentlemen, to the fact thatin the
minds of very many people in this country the great bulwark of
its defenses must be, and is of necessity, the United States Navy;
and I want to call your attention to the further fact that the rea-
sons advocated for this slanghter of this increase are fallacious
and not based on sound, solid foundations.

The gentleman from Virginia, for instance, makes his main ar-
gument upon the ground that we have under contract this year,
or will let to contract, some $40,000,000 of new construction cf
ships. But he does not call attention to the fact that this new
construction is the accumulation of years of authorization, made
ineffective by what seems to me to have been a useless fight here
on the floor of the Honse on the armor-plate question and the at-
tachment to the authorization by Congress in the years gone by
of those clauses which made it absolutely impossible for them fo
be carried into offect.

Congress is responsible for the accumulation of the contracts,
and not the Naval Committee of the House of Representatives.
There has been on the part of the Naval Committee, or the major-
ity of it, I insist, the most careful. thorough consideration given
tothis question of the increase of the Navy, and they have always
come in here with a bill mrryinf a reasonable and conservative
provision for that increase; and I appeal to every member on the
floor of this House to bear me out in the recollection that when
we entered into the war with Spain, and when the glorious
achievements of the American Navy in that war became known,
the sentiment of this conntry with reference to the Navy justified
if it did not demand, a much larger increase than that anthoriz
or suggested by the Committee on Naval Affairs.

1 ask the members of the House to remember also one other
thing—that this authorization is confined to the larfer and super-
ior vessels, to battle ships and armored cruisers. I ask them to
remember that three different boards of the Navy riment
have recommended that this increase shounld not be 4, but from
11 to 18, and that the Naval Committee have brought in a bill
for an increase of but 2 battle ships and 2 armored cruisers, be-
cause they know and recognize the facts existing.

The condition of the Navy was such when that war took place
that we sent our agents abroad over the whole world and tried to
buy ships. They will remember the fact, in that same connec-
tion, that we were enabled fo buy the smaller craft, but not a
battle ship could be purchased anywhere under the sun, and
therefore the committee ask the House to provide for the increase
in these larger and superior vessels, which are the very essence of
the battle line if war should ever come, and which can not be pro-
cured by purchase, but should be built in the American ship-
yards by American mechanics and of American material and on
models which are the best products that the genius of man can
discover anywhere on the face of the earth.

Mr. Chairman, I insist that we are not yielding to any sentiment
throughout the country by practicing parsimony in the upbuild-
ing of our Navy. On the contrary, if we seek to reduce or de-
stroy this programme, we are going contrary to that sentiment uni-
versal thronghout this country, which demands that the American
Navy shall be improved so that it may be the strongest gnaranty
of a continuous peace, that guaranty which comes from a whole-
some fear of the nation that is able at all times to protect its
ple. Iwas impressed in the strongest way by the statement of the

tleman from Iowa [Mr. HEPBUBNA}eand it is a whole argument
in itself, that in a little over one hundred years we have had four
wars, and if we had had a fully equjpged, efficient, and complete
Navy we would not have Had any of the four, And I say history
bears that out. We can save hundreds of dollars in economy,

ntlemen, but if the time comes it may be at the expense of mil-

ions that we may lose.

E_ere the hammer fell. ]

. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I only want to say a word,
perhaps more to put myself right touching this matter than for
any light I am able to shed npon the discussion or upon the
amendment. I have very great confidence in the Committee on
Naval Affairs, and with my limited knowledge touching naval
construction, and the limited attention I have been able to pay to
it, I wounld hesitate long before I would disagree with the gentle-
man who presides over that committee, and other members
thereof. But I want a minute just to inquire * where we are at”
touching the HSV{. Iam for a sufficient navy—without regard
to its cost—until it is sufficient, as emphatically as any member
of this House; but when it is sufficient, that is enough.
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First, let us ascertain what the conditionis, Now, from readin,
the very able report made last year by the Committee on Nava
Affairs and the report made this year nupon this bill, as well as
from inquiries at the Navy Department, I find that this is sub-
stantially true:

According to statemerit in report on nav%l bill last session—

Finished vessels of new I\avﬁxd C08b. o aoeiooooooo... $98,520,511.85
Estimated total cost of unfinished vessels.....cccceeriecennan 62,570, 610.23
161,100,122, 08
New vessels authorized in last naval act—
Construction, estimated. cccecceoiaeccretecaianconacracs nanes - 29,200,000.00
Estimated cost of their armor and armament _.............. 13,904, 004. 00
204, 204, 216. 08
New vessels in pen {1 e e e e e 15, 700, 000,
Estimated cost of their armor and armament on basis of half
of cost of construction.....ccccaaaaeaans e 7,850, 000. 00
T e e N 227,844, 216.08

" Incidental to the **new Navy,” the number of enlisted men has been in-
creased from 8,250, including apprentice boys, to 20,000, including apprentice
boys; and i&ci: roposed further to increase by pending bill to 25,000, includ-
appren 8.
mql'I:ll;t;pﬁrd.‘hmr')r e{pen.ses of the naval establishment have increased since
1882 from $14,566,037.55 to §51.616,635.60 for 1902, according to accompanying bill,
after deducting therefrom §25,400,000 to sutn given for new ships.
According to report, this day, from Secretary of the Navy, it will
uimgbo comp[ﬁete ships already sauthorized, including armor

and armament, in addition to amount in pending bill ......____.. $30,653,218
Bhips authorized in pendwh_]:ﬁ bill, including estimated amount for I
armor and armament, Y SR e e s e 23, 550, 000

T L e S e e 83,203, 218
Amount requisite for yards and docks, additional to sums in pend- 3 037000

Amgnnt necessary for Naval Academy,additional to sum in pend-
3,430, 000
89, 260, 218

T H B RSN

From which it appears there has been expended and authorized
for the new Navy, for ships, $227,000,000 in round numbers, com-
mencing in 1883, when Senator CHANDLER was Secretary of the
Navy. when construction wasnot rapid. It has grown more rapid
since his time, and is more rapid now, I believe, than at any time
heretofore. The delay has not been without compensation, be-
cause if all the construction had been as it was when we began the
building of the new Navy we would now have much of useless ma-
terial on hand. This total which I have given includes the four
vessels authorized by this bill, in the event the bill is enacted into
law.

In that same connection I want to say that if the present bill is
enacted into law it will require $83,000,000 to be appropriated in
the future to meet the contracts. If requires$59,000,000,inround
numbers, or a little over that, to meet the contracts already au-
thorized by law.

Mr. WHEELER. How much has been appropriated for the
Army for the last twelve months?

Mr. CANNON. Iam not talking about the Army. Probably
the appropriation for that has been one hundred and twenty-five
million or one hundred and thirty million dollars.

Mr. WHEELER. How much will the appropriation for the
Army be for the next twelve months?

Mr. CANNON. Waell, it will probably be that much., But
what light does that shed upon this question?

Mr. WHEELER., Why does the gentleman oppose the Navy
so strongly, when he does nof oppose the Army?

Mr. CANNON. My friend does not seem able to contain him-
self without cor?aring this service with some other service or
that side of the House with this side of the House. The country
at large does not care three hurrahs in the hot place about all
those things. [Laughter.] It is well to have a sufficient army
and a aufﬁgcsient navy. I am not now talking about who is en-
titled to credit or who ought to be blamed.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois has
expired.

. WHEELER. I askunanimousconsent that the gentleman
may conclude his remarks,

l};m CHAIRMAN. Unanimous consent is asked that the gen-
tleman from Illinois may conclude his remarks, Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection,

Mr. CANNON. I will not abuse the courtesy of the?House. I
say again, that in round numbers $59,000,000 are required to pay
for contracts already made. For the building of the ships author-
ized in this bill, if enacted intolaw, an expenditure in round num-
bers of $24,000,000 will be required, for the four ships—for the
new Navy, for ships alone.

In addition to that, when we commenced the construction of the
new Navy the naval bills averaged a little over 815,000,000 a year,
The personnel of the Navy was, in round numbers, 8, people.
Now the personnel has grown to 25,000, if this bill is enacted, as
I have no doubt it onght to be, for the personnel. So that when
you subtract the cost of construction as appropriated for in this

bill it leaves $51,000,000 for the maintenance of the Navy, with-
out regard to construction.

Mr, VANDIVER. Will the gentleman allow me?

Mr, CANNON. Ina moment. That is a very large sum in-
deed. Iam not here to say that it is too much. I do not believe
that it is too large, but I want merely to call the attention of the
House to what the fact is.

Mr. VANDIVER. In connection with what the gentleman has
just said abont the increase in personnel of the Navy I want to
ask him if he has given any attention to the fact that even after
this bill becomes a law, increasing the number of men 5,000, I
think, the number will still be something like 10,000 short of the
number that will be required for the manning of all the vessels

00 | provided for?

Mr. CANNON. Oh, if they are all in commission, I suppose
probably that many more men would be needed; but I do not
with certainty. We have not given too many men. Iam
satisfied we have not gone too far up to this point in creating the
new Nav?'. I am not criticising anybody, but calling attention to
facts, as I understand them, and as I gather them from the burean
reports and from the Navy Department.
. VANDIVER. I wonld like to ask the gentleman to go just
a little further and say whether or not he approves of this par-
ticular increase.

Mr. CANNON. I will come to that in a moment.

I listened with very great interest to my colleague, the chair-
man of the Committee on Naval Affairs, when this bill was under
general debate in the House. I wasagreeably surprised, knowing
the careful study that he has given to this and kindred subjects,
when he said, for instance, as I recollect it, that our Navy, from
the standpoint of efficiency, was ahead of the German navy. Of
course, as he stated, and as we all know, it is far below the Eng-
lish navy; and I am here to say that in my opinion, while some
gentlemen have said that they want the Navy of the United States
to be large enongh to whip any navy in the world in the twinkling
of an eye—and I think somebody else said the combined navies of
the world—it is not practical and not necessary.

Great Britain necessarily needs a greater navy than we do.
Three little islands, with 35,000,000 or 36,000,000 people, with their
Riossessions scattered everywhere about the earth, are not in a con-

tion that places them on all fours with the United States, We
do not need a navy equal to hers. I do not apprehend that there
is danger of war with Great Britain, because our 3,000 miles along
our northern boundary, with Canada adjacent, is equivalent to a
bond of fate that we will not have trouble with Great Britain, in
my opinion. So that with our surroundings, having the Phili
pines—and we are going to keep them: in fact, could not get rid
of them if we wanted to—with our other possessions on the Pa-
cific, and we may have some more, as our population increases
from 80,000,000 to almost double or treble that in the next hundred
years, 1 say I want to have a sufficient navy now.

It will wear out in twenty years. Iam told by naval experts,
and I am also told by naval officers, that it annually takes 5 per
cent of the original cost of this Navy to keep it in repair. %e
want a navy. We do not want more than enough. Now, who
does? The people do not. Oh, of course, we sometimes grow en-
thusiastic, and talk about whipping the entire world, and want
to be able to whip them all in a second, and all that kind of thing,
It is easy to talk and hurrah, to send out challenges, but the peo-
ple with sober second thought will be willing to pay the taxes, in
my judgment, that will support an army on the one hand and a
navy on the other sufficient for the needs of this Government, for
the protection of our people and our commerce and our territory.
‘We want no more, in my judgment, than that.

Now, then, so far as | have judgment, with my limited knowl-
edge, I am inclined to believe that when we enact this bill we will
have gone as far as we ought to go, unless there is something in
the near future to changlge the present condition in the construc-
tion of cruisers and battle ships. Iwould have been entirely con-
tent if the Committee on Naval Affairs had reported this bill
leaving out the authorization for these four ships. If that was
left to my own judgment, I would be ready to postpone this
authorization for another twelve months.

But I think, in deference fo the gentleman who heads this com-
mittee and that committee which makes this report, out of abun-
dance of caution, I shall vote for this increase, hoping and believ-
ing, from the best information that I can get, that our Navy,
completed as it is anthorized, will be sufficient, in our condition,
to meet all comers in defending the flag and protecting our com-
merceand ourcitizen. Now, one other thing, and I will sit down.
There are many things to do——

Mr. VANDIVER. If the gentleman will allow me——

Mr. CANNON. There are many things to do besides to main-
tain the Army and the Navy. To specify one, I would vote for
a contract that would secure the construction of two cables—and
it takes that many—from San Francisco to our Oriental posses-
sions. [Applause.] I would vote for many things that are in
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the near futurethatI think would enable nustoutilize the efficienc
of the Navy just as much as to authorize the construction of ad-
ditional battleships to becompleted in three or four yearsfrom now.

Mr, CORLISS. Will the gentleman pardon an interruption?

Mr. CANNON. Yes, sir,

Mr. CORLISS. I would like to ask the gentleman if he does
not in his judgment believe thattheconstruction of a Pacific cable
to our new possessions would double the value of our present
Navy in its efficiency? : by

Mr. CANNON. Oh, I can not say that, In certain conditions
1 believe it is wise that the United States should control, by con-
tract or otherwise, a cable from here to the Philippines. Just
how valuable it will be to our Navy I do not know. But I do
know one thing, that with $753,000,000, including the sinking

-fund, of appropriations for the coming fiscal year, now in sight,
and with our pledge to reduce taxation, I do know that we should
inquire touching the necessity for all legislation that authorizes

additional expenditures,

Mr, VAN I:)%EB I would like to ask the gentleman another
question, .

Mr. CANNON. Very well. )

Mr. VANDIVER. In view of all that the gentleman has said,
nearly every word of which I approve, does he not think it would
be wise, instead of authorizing four more great ships to be con-
structed now, when we know the contracts have already been let
for all that can be constructed in the naval and ship yards of this
country for the next four years, does not the gentleman think it
would be wise to postpone the authorization of any more vessels
at least for another six months, until Congress meets again next
all?

Mr. CANNON. Ihave already said that I would have been con-
tent and better pleased to postpone the four ‘B;‘;JIFG until another
year, so far as my judgment goes, but that I will subordinate my
i}ldgment in this instance to the judgment of the Committee on

aval Affairs.

Mr. FOSS. Mr, Chairman, I desire to say a few words on the
proposition before the House. The amendment of the gentleman
from Virginia is to strike out the naval programme entirely this
year for the construction of two battle ships and two armored
cruisers. Now, the gentleman from Illinois has referred to the
cost of our new Navy up to the Eresent time, which was started
under Secretary Chandler and which we have been building ever
since. The Secretary of the Navy in his report last year called
attention to the fact that the cost of the new Navy up to last year
amounted to $161,110,122; and he pertinently says:

It is hardly more than the sum paid in a single year for pensions to the
goldiers and sailors who served a generation ago in the late civil war.

That was up to last year; that has been the cost of the new
Navy—of the ships, I mean. Since that time we have authorized
battleshipsand eruisers, but, all told, they will not cost more than
875,000,000. So you get from these figures the present cost of the
new Navz. as far as the ships are concerned.

Now, this naval programme which the committee recommend
this year is a most moderate one. We have several great boards
in onr Navy Department; we have a policy board of a large num-
ber of naval officers presided over by Admiral Dewey, and they
made a recommendation as to the naval programme this year,
How many ships did they recommend in their naval programme?
Th:f recommended in all—battle ships, cruisers, gunboats, and
smaller craft—18 vessels. The board of construction, consisting
. of the chiefs of the great bureaus, made a recommendation to the
Secretary of the Navy as to our naval programme of this year,
and what did they recommend?

They recommended battleships, cruisers, gunboats, and torpedo
boats—32 ships inall., The Secretary of the Navy made a recom-
mendation also, and what was it? For 2 battle ships, 2 cruisers,
6 light-draft gunboats, and 1 smaller craft—11 in And your
committee, after a most careful consideration of that subject,
recommend in this bill 4 ships—2 battle ships and 2 cruisers, a
most moderate naval programme, about one-half of what we an-
thorized a year ago and about one-half of what we authorized the
year before.

That is the programme, and the §ent‘{eman from Virginia [Mr,
RixEey] would strike out these battle ships and the cruisers. How
many battle shigs has England to-day? Seventy. How many
battle ships has France? Thirty-five. Russia has 24; Germany,
27; Italy, 19. How many has the United States? About 6in com-
mission, about 6 in the process of construction, and 5 just con-
tracted for—making 17 first-class battle ships in commission,
under construction, and under contract—only 17—less than Italy
has, less than Germany has, less than Russia has, less than France
has, less than England has. Now, how many cruisers has Eng-
land? Thirty-one.

E_ere the hammer fell.]

. DAYTON. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, Foss] be allowed to conclude his remarks,

There was no objection,

Mr. FOSS. England has 31 cruisers; France, 20; Russia, 12;
the United States, 5; and we have authorized 3 more, making in
all 8 cruisers. Will you cut off the armored cruiser?

That is the position in which the American Navy finds itself
to-day. Yet thereare gentlemen on this floor who would stop the
construction of the American Navy now, when we have only a
few ships in commission and some more being built—with only
17 first-class battle ships in all, and only 8 cruisers in commission,
under construction, and contracted for,

Of course it rests with this body to say whether we shall sto
building a navy or not. But for my part I am not willing to nt£
mit that the members of this House have got to the point where
they are willing to stop the onward growth and progress of the
American Navy.

Why, sir, we are not building a navy for war; we are buildin
it for peace. We are building a navy for commerce. We
about the rebuilding and rejuvenation of the merchant marine,
The American Navy is an essential auxiliary to the merchant
marine. The American merchant marine and the American
Navy must go together, the one to bear the commerce of the
country, the other to defend it. .

There are many reasons for the npbuilding of our Navy, but I
do not propose at this time to enter into a general discussion of
that topie. I hope that gentlemen on both sides of the House will
vote for this measure asreported and against striking out the pro-
vision for our battle ships and our cruisers, as urged by my col-
league on the committee, the gentleman from Virginia. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. Chairman, I call for a vote.

The guestion being taken on the amendment of Mr, RIxEY, it
was rejected; there being—ayes 46, noes 90.

Mr. VANDIVER. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by strikin
out, on page 63, all after the word *“each,” in line 5, down to a.ng
including the word ‘‘ each,” in line 11.

The CﬁAlRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,.

The Clerk read as follows:

After the word *“each," in line 5, page 63, strike out the following:

“Two unsheathed armored cruisers, carryiug the heaviest armor and most
powerful ordnance for vessels of their class, upon a trial displacement of
about 14,000 tons each, and to have the highest practicable speed and great
radius of action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and armament, not exceed-
ing $4,000,000 each.”

Mr. VANDIVER. Mr. Chairman, the effect of this amendment,
as will be observed, is to strike out the provision for the construe-
tion of two more armored cruisers. I will say frankly that I was
not in favor of constructing at this time the two additional battle
ships and the two cruisers. But the Committee of the Whole has
just voted against the proposition to strike out all four of them.
1 offer this amendment as a compromise. It proposes to strike
out the two armored cruisers, leaving the two first-class battle
ah:i&E to be authorized by the passage of this bill.

. Chairman, I do not desire to oecu})y the time of the House,
The fﬁtesﬁon has already been sufficiently argued. Buf I want to
call the attention of the House, and especially the attention of the
chairman of the committee, to a statement which was made yes-
terday, and which, I think, was an unfortunate statement and
indicated an unwise policy. The chairman of the committee,
when questioned in regard to the matter yesterday, stated that he
understood it to be the policy of the Government—a policy to be
followed out by this House—to increase the American Navy, all
the time keeping it a little in advance of the German navy.

When that statement was made I remembered that about a
year ago or less than a year ago, when the naval bill was before
this House and during its consideration, the press dispatches from
Germany announced that the proposition then pending in the
Reichstag for the increase of the German navy was based on the
assumption that the American Government had just arranged for
an increase of the American Navy, and therefore it was necessary
for the German Government to increase its navy. Now comes
the proposition from this side of the water that we must increase
our Navy again to keep it a little ahead of the German navy.

I suppose when this proposition carries, the next dispatch from
Germany will be to the effect that they must make another in-
crease in order to keep a little ahead of us. And next winter we
will come back here and make another increase to keep a little
ahead of them. And so wemust go on, one against the other, each
nation building up a great naval force and at the same time piling
up a great expense acceunt for the people to pay.

I want to say that I am in (ferfect. accord and hearty sympathy
with a movement that would keep the American Navy up to a
hiﬁg&ﬂ:oint of efficiency and have it sufficiently enlarged to ward
o danger of attack from without. !

And I want to say further, Mr, Chairman, that if it were not
for the fact that battle ships and cimisers have already been con-
tracted for which will require four or five years to complete, and
are all that the shipyards can complete within that time, I should
not strenuously oppose the authorization of two more ships at the




1428

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

JANUARY 24,

present time. But I think it exceedingly unwise to go ahead, re-
gardless of what the shipyards of the country can do or the ex-
pense entailed and regardless of consequences to the taxpayers,
and authorize more armored cruisers and battle ships to be con-
structed, when we know that the progress of naval architecture
and naval improvements are proceeding rapidly, and before these
ships can be built new vessels and new models, new ideas perhaps,
will be required.

The CHATRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, VANDIVER. I wounld like, Mr, Chairman, to be permitted
to proceed for three minutes longer.

he CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?
There was no objection.
Mr. VANDIVER. I was proceeding to state, Mr. Chairman,
that there were great improvements going on all the time in the
construction of battle ships, and before these ships can be com-
pleted it is highly probable that improvements will be made which
will render them at least pa.ri;iall{ ont of date and obsolete,

I am in favor of helding up a little, at least until the next ses-
sion of Congress, so as to give the shipyards a chance to get a lit-
tle ahead in the construction of the ships already ordered. Itis
useless to order more when these shipyards can not take them at
the present time. Here we are going forward at the rate of two
battle ships every year, and from two to four armored cruisers,
when we know that the shipyards of the country can not keep up
with the orders.

Another fact to which I wish to call attention is that we are
now more than 10,000 men short of the number sufficient to man
the several vessels already contracted for. So, if we pass this
measure we will need to pass another for the increase of the
officers, the increase of the enlisted men, and the increase of the
facilities in the Naval Academy and of the entire naval establish-
ment, all along the line; because all of that goes along hand in
hand with this hasty and inconsiderate policy.

I think, sir, that if we are to pursue the policy of wisdom and
cantion, if we are to exercise prudence and deliberation in these
matters instead of allowing ourselves fo be carried away by the
spirit of war and the *‘jingo™ spirit running riot in the country,
we should let this matter wait until we have further information
or until there is some 1Froba'bility of getting these ships constructed,
No harm will result from a delay of a few months before author-
izing the construction of more ships.

This will give us opportunity to take advantage of any improve-

ments that may be made in design and also possibly some compe-
tition amcg‘;}g ipbuilders, who will then want contracts.
Nr. FOS3. Mr, Chairman, I am sure my colleague did not in-

tend to misquote me in his remarks. The question as to the
strength of the German navy came up incidentally yesterday.
My colleague from Illinois asked me in reference to it, and I men-
tioned that we were ahead of the German navy in naval strength.
It was not my intention to single out Germany in preference to
any other country. I simply stated, as a matter of fact, that we
are ahead of Germany just as we are ahead of Italy, Japan, and
other countries; but I do not care to have the impression go ont
that I desired to institnte a comparison between this country and
Germany, or was anxious to bring about a rivalry with Germany
or any other country in the construction of our Navy.
I ask a vote,
The %uesﬁon was taken and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I offer the
amendment I send to the desk.

The CHAIRMAN., The amendment will be read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 62, line 24, amend by inserting after the word ‘‘contract” “or in the
NaAvy-y of the United States under the direction and supervision of the
Secretary of the Navy.”

Also, on page 63, line 11, after the word “and,” insert * if by contract.”

Also, on page 83, line 17, after the word * vessels,” insert * built by."

Mr. DAYTON. I raise the question of order on the amend-
ment. I donot quite comprehend the scope of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from
New York on the point of order,

[Mr. FITZGERALD of New York addressed the committee,
See Appendix. ]

The CHAIRMAN. If the fent}aman from New York has con-
cluded, the Chair would be glad to hear from the gentleman from
‘West Virginia on this question,

_Mr. DAYTON. Mr, Chairman, I simply want to call the atten-
tion of the Chair to the fact that, under existing law, the Secre-
tary of the Navy is compelled to build these ships by contract.
That is existing law.
hT?e CH.AIRglAN. Will the gentleman refer the Chair to that

W
Mr. DAYTON. It is the law embodied in every one of the ap-
g&??riation bills for a number of years. It back, I think, to

goes
, When it was first provided that this should be done by con-

tract. I want fo call the Chair's attention further to the fact
that at the last session of Condgress the point of order was raised
against the same provision and was sustained on the ground that
it was new legislation and in opposition to existing law. And if
the Chair will pardon me a moment, I think I can find the argu-
ment that was then had upon the question.

[Mr. FITZGERALD of New York addressed the committee,
See Appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. It is suggested to the Chair that section
3709 of the Revised Statutes is the permanent law regulating
this subject. The Chair would like to hear from the gentleman
from-New York [Mr. FIiTZGERALD] on that question., The sec-
tion is this:

All purchases and contracts for supplies or services in any of the de

pu pp ¥ Al Bd};all;b-y

ments of the Government, except for personal services, shall
advertisement.

And so forth.

The CHAIRMAN. It is suggested to the Chair that section
3700 of the Revised Statutes is the permanent law regulating this
subject. The Chair would be glad to hear from the gentleman
from New York on the subject.

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. What is the section?

The CHATRMAN. The section is this:

All purchases and contracts for supplies or services in any of the
mentslg; the Government, except forp;puemm.l ser\rlce,shally lge ‘;lll‘ld? g?a:.;’—
vertisement, etc.

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. That is where the contract
has been authorized; but no contract for the building of these ves-
sels has been authorized. If the Chair will really look at the bill
itself, he will see the bill provides that the President is ‘* hereby
authorized to have constructed by contract.” There is where the
anthorization to contract for these vessels is contained, and this
amendment limits his power. It is a limitation upun his power.
There is no general law that provides that all vessels authorized
for the Navy shall be built by contract. I make no question that
if these vessels are to be built by contract that law a]%?lies.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman from West Virginia any
further general law bearintﬁl:pon this question?

Mr. DAYTON. Notatthistime. Ihave theimpressionthatin
one of the appropriation bills some time in the past it has been
provided that the vessels shall be built by contract. I remember
when the question came up last year I regarded it as res adjudi-
cata, and hence have not looked the matter up since.

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. This is an entirely different
amendment. Wae tried to avoid the trouble of last year,

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York seeks to amend this section in such a way that
the President be anthorized to construct these ships ennmerated
in the section either by contract or in the navy-yards of the United
States. The provision rted by the committee only anthorizes
the construction of the ships by contract. There has been no gen-
eral law suggested to the Chair which would be altered by the
ameudment proposed by the gentleman from New York. The
Chair, therefore, is compelled to think that it is in order, in the
absence of any such statute, and therefore overrnles the point of
order. The question is upon agreeing to the amendment.

[Mr. FITZGERALD of New York addressed the committee,
See Appendix. ]

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the ﬁautleman has expired.

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. I ask unanimous consent
to cortinue my remarks,

Mr. FOSS. I call for a vote, [Cries of * Vote!” ¢ Vote! "]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that he may continue his remarks for five minutes,
Is there objection?

Mr. DAYTON. I object.

The CHATRMAN. Objection is made. The question is on
?Te]:ing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from New

or

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that the
noes appeared to have it.

Mr. E}ieTZGERALD of New York., Division, Mr. Chairman,

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 50, noes 72,

Mr. FITZGERALD of New York. I ask for tellers,

The question was taken, and tellers were ordered: and the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. FirzeEraLp] and the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Foss] were appointed as tellers.

The House again divided; and the tellers reported 66 ayes and
72 noes.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr, FITZGERALD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unan-
imous consent to extend his remarks in the REcorp, Is there
objection? [After a pause,] The Chair hears none,
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Mr. KING. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment which I

send to the Clerk’s desk,

The Clerk read as follows:

24, after th “contracts,” strike out the word “two™"
ang Toess onesr Hoe B, strike out ‘?ggipa and insert ehip: 63, in
line 1, strike ont the word “their" and insert *“its;” line 2, e out the
word “each;” line 5, strike out the word *each™ and the word " two " and
insert “one: " line b, strike out the word “ cruisers™ and insert * cruiser;”
line 7, strike ont the word * their " and insert “its;" line 8, strike out the
word “‘each: ™ line 11, strike out the word “each:;" strike out the word
“contracts™ and insert *contract;” line 14, strike out all after the word
“delivery " down to and including the word * party,” in line 17; line 22,
strike out all after the word * followed,' on page 63. and on page 6+ down to
and including line 10,

Mr. WHEELER. A point of order, Mr. Chairman. The
amendment is practically the same as the one voted on by the
House twice this afternoon.

Mr. KING, I.donot care, Mr.Chairman, to make any observa-
tions on the point of order; it seems to me it is not well taken. The
effect of the amendment is merely to strike out where the word
“two” occurs and insert the word “one.” It provides for the
construction of one armored cruiser and one battle ship, and seeks
to amend the section to that extent.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair isnot able to seethattheamend-
ment is precisely the same, and overrules the point of order.

Mr, SMITH of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman who offered the amendment if his amendment
leaves in this bill a provision for the construction of one battle
ghip and one cruiser?

. KING. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. I was in favor of the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Rixey], and I am
in favor of this. )

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word. I want tosay that in some remarks I made
this afternoon I stated that the battle ships provided for in the
act of 1900 were of 15,600 tons displacement: but npon investiga-
tion I have found that they were only of 13,500 tons instead of
15,000, !

: The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as fol-
ows:

Armor and armament: Toward the armament and armor of domestic
manufacture for the vessels authorized by the act of June 10, 1896; those an-

thorized by the act of March 3, 1807; for those anthorized b{ the act of May

4, 1808; for those anthorized by the act of March 3, 1899, and for those author-

ized by the act of June 7, 1900, $4,000,000.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gentle-
man the chairman of the committee if the provision in this sec-
tion for armament and armor plate is to carry out a contract
already made?

Mr. FOSS. 1Itis to carry out the contract. i

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In making this appropriation it is not
specified what a reasonable price for this armor plate is, but it is
merely for the contract already made for the Government.

Mr. FOSS. Already made. ]

The Clerk, proceeding with the reading of the bill, read as fol-
lows:

That sections 1529 and 1530 of chapter 6, Title XV, of the Revised Statutes of
the United States, be amended so as to read as follows:

“Spo, 1529, Vessels of the Navy of the United States, except torpedo boats
and other special vessels, shall be divided into four classes, and shall be com-
manded as nearly as may be as follows: First and second rates, by captains;
second and thirg rates, by commanders: fourth rates, by lientenant-com-
manders and Heutenants; torpedo boats and other un ified vessels, by
officers below the grade of lientenant-co er,

“8EC. 15630. Vessels of 5,000 tons displacement or more shall be classed as
first rates; those of 3,000 tons or more and below 5,000 tons, as second rates;
those of 1,000 tons or more and below 3,000 tons, as third rates; those of less
than 1,000 tons, as fourth rates.”

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, I want
to offer an amendment.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, I make a

int of order against this provision, because 1 do not understand

ow it is a change of existing law, and I want to hear the chair-
man of the committee on that matter.

Mr, FOSS. I desire, Mr. Chairman, to offer an amendment in
place of this section.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. The amendment is not in
order. 1wonld like to hear how this changes existing law,

Mr, FOSS. I will admit the pointof order. This classification
is a new one for our vessels. The last one was made a guarter of
a century ago and applied to the old wooden ships, and now we
are building steel ships and in consequence of that there is a ne-
cessity for a new classification, There is no appropriation of
money connected with it in any way, shape, or manner. It isrec-
ommended by the Secretary of the Navy in his report. 1 would
ask the gentleman from Tennessee to withdraw his point of order
and hear the amendment which T have offered. I will say that
the same point of order would lie against the amendment,

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, Iam willing to do that,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out all on 85 and insert in lien the following: ** That the Presi-
dent be, and is hereby, authorized to establish and from time to time modify,
as the needs of the service may require, the classification of vessels of the
Navy, and to formulate appropriate rules governing ents to com-
mand of vessels and squadrons.” ;
thMI. 1f*‘OSS This I offer in place of that which is on page 65 of

e bill.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. As a substitute for the lan-
guage of the bill?

Mr. FOSS. For that much of the bill which appears on page
65. My amendment includes lines 1 to 17. :

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. I would be glad if the gen-
tleman would make some explanation of the amendment. I con-
fess I do not catch its purport.

Mr. FOSS. Then I will read from the report of the Secretary
of the Navy:

The classification of naval vessels preseribed in these two sections is obso-

lete. It was established before the era of steel ships and rapid-fire breech-
loading ordnance, and is not applicable to a modern navy. In present condi-

tions neither of these sections can be carried into effect, the ¢ cation of
ships aecording to section 1530 being impracticable, and the ignments to
command, which are dependent upon such classification, bei.uﬁ ewise im-
practicable, and with to grade of commodore, which has been

abolished by statute, impossible. .
Inasmuch as the nee on the statute books of provisions of law which
can not be observed is objectionable, it is desirable that these sections be

re][}m.led.
n view of the many elements which should be taken into consideration in
determining the relative importance of vessels of the several classes, and in
consideration of changing conditions affi not only-the vessels them-
selves but the Navy list which may render any fixed rule inap-
plicable, itis su that noabsolute application of vessels or preseription
as to command be embodied in the statute, but that instead the dent be
authorized toestablish classification of naval vessels and to prescribe appro-
priate rules governing ents to command. Such clgsdﬁmﬁon and
rules wonld be susceptible of modification from time to time as altered con-
ditions might require.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. After the statement of the
gentleman from Illinois, I have no desire to press the point of
order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn.

rgfr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I renew the point of
order,

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachuseits. Withholding the point
of order, I wish to offer an amendment to the section just read,
and I desire to submit a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Did the Chair sustain

int of order raised by me?

the
e CHAIRMAN. The Chair did.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, I wished to reserve it.
I do not think it proper for the Chair to take me off my feet.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair misunderstood the gentleman.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I wish to have the
Chair understand that I made the pont of order with the inten-
tion of reserving it so as to offer an amendment to the section,
which I think it is within my province to do as a member of the
House; and I ask that—— [Cries of ‘‘ Regular order!”]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s amendment would be in
order as an in%&gﬂndent roposition.

* Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Iwished, while offering
an amendment to the whole section, to reserve the point of order.
I think that is within my province.

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order being called for, the
re, order is the ruling of the Chair. The Chair sustains the
point of order.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetfs. Under the rules of the
House have I not the right to reserve the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN, A decision being demanded by the call for
* Regular order,” it becomes the duty of the Chair to rule. The
reservation of a point of order is by common consent.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Do I understand the
Chair to state thatit is im ible under the rules for me to reserve
the point of order while 1 have the floor?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair did not so state.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Then I appeal to the
RECORD to prove— [Renewed cries of ** Regular order!”] I
think we shall get through with this question much more quickly
if the members of the House on the other side will treat the
minority with proper courtesy and consideration.

The CHAIR . The gentleman from Massachusetts is out
of 01;21&1-. The Chair hopes he will not compel the Chair to insist
on order.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Then I wish to ask the
Chair what is the parliamentar yosition of the point of order I
raised a few moments ago, which [ intended toreserve, and which
I asked should be reserved?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts, as the
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Chair understood, renewed the point of order which the gentle-
man from Tennessee abandoned.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. With thereservation—

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts subse-
quently stated that he reserved the point of order.

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. T said so at the time,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thenrevoked his ruling and stated
to the gentleman from Massachusetts that he had a right to re-
serve the point of order. Then the demand for the regular order
became general and manifest: and in accordance with a decision
made at the first session of this Congress that a point of order can
not be reserved by a member if any other member insists on an
immediate decision, the Chair, in obedience to the demand for the
regu]a.r order, ruled upon the question of order and sustained the

int. Now, the gentleman from Massachusetts is out of order
in pursuing it further.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. A parliamentary in-

airy.

1 Several MEMBERS. Regular order!

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his parliamentary

inquiry.

Mr. %‘ITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Do I understand that
the section has been stricken out upon the point of order?

The CHATRMAN. It has,

-Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. So that my amendment
is not germane at the present time?

The CHATRMAN. There is nothing pending to which it can
be germane. It might be germane to something else.

Mr. FITZGERALD of lﬁassachnsetts. I offer the amendment
l;wilﬁi(:h I send to the desk as an additional section to the pending

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers
g: :ggndment in the nature of an additional section, which will

The Clerk read as follows:

Add at the end of page 64 the following as an additional section:

“There shall be in the Navy of the United States in actual service not ex-
ceeding 30 chaplains, who beappointed by the President, with theadvice
and consent of the Senate.”

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order on
that proposition. It is new legislation.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I ask unanimous con-
sent, if the point of order is to be sustained, and I presume it must
be under the rules of the House, to have a communication on this

uestion from Secretary Long in favor of my amendment read.
t will take but a minute,

Mr. DAYTON and others objected.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Then, on the point of
order I suppose I may be heard, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman think thereis any ques-
tion about the point of order? If so, the Chair will hear him with

leasure.
> Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, I wish toknowifIam
entitled to be heard on the point of order?

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman thinks that the point of

order is debatable,the Chair will hear him with pleasure if, on
his honor as a member of the House, he believes he is entitled to
be heard.
Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I suppose the point of
order must be sustained under the rulings heretofore made, and I
will not take the time of the House in discussing the matter.
[Cries of “Regular order!”

The CHAIR. . 'The Chair sustains the point of order.

Mr. FOSS. I ask unanimous consent to return to page 2 of the
bill. At theend of line 16 of that page, after the word *“dollars,” I
desire to offer an amendment which has become necessary by rea-
son of a recent communication from the Department.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Mr, Chairman, Inotice thatit
is now after 5 o'clock, and I move that the House do now adjourn.

The CHAIRMAN, That is not in order.

Several MEmMBERS, This is a committee. Move that the com-
mittee rise.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts, I object to the request

to recur to page 2 of the bill. y
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I move that the committee do
now rise,

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr,
WiLLiams of Mississippi) there were—ayes 48, noes 60.

So the motion was rejected.

Mr. FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask that, after the word
“ dollars,” on e 2,1in line 16, the words *‘of which sum $50,000
is to be immediately available ” be inserted.

I have just received a letter from the Secretary of the Navy
gaying that this money is absolutely needed right away in the en-
listment of men.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
jected to unanimous consent being given to recur to this para-

gmph in the bill, and I do not understand how the gentleman
Tom Illinois can offer this amendment to this section at this time,
I demand the regular order.

Mr, FOSS. Of course, Mr. Chairman, this is only a matter of
unanimous consent. If the gentlemen object—

Mr, FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. Idoobject, Thechair-
man of the committes will not allow the question of increase of
chaplains to be considered, and I therefore object to considering
this proposition at this time.

The CHAIRMAN, Objection is made.

Mr. FOSS., There is only one other matter in connection with
the bill which has not been disposed of, and that is the section re-
ferred to bg the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CANNON], relating
to the buildings at the Naval Observatory. Thiswas passed over
by consent, with the right to recur to it again.

Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts. I demand the regular

order.

The CHATRMAN. The regular order is the return to the para-
graph passed over at the request of the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr, CANNON. 1 will ask the gentleman from Illinois in
charge of the bill, as this will take considerable time, or at least
some little time, to let the bill go over until to-morrow morning.
I would suggest that the gentleman will find it will take twenty
or thirty minutes to dispose of this matter. In the morning the
members will be here, and we can dispose of it in a short time.

Mr. FOSS, I believe there is a special order for to-morrow.

Mr. DALZELL. No; to-morrow is pension business.

Mr, CANNON. Oh, well, there will be no difficulty in getting
the half hour necessary to complete this bill.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, These gentlemen, Mr.
Cbairman, on the other side seem to be engaged in a private con-
troversy. The committee would like to know what is going on.

Mr. FOSS. I move that the committee rise.

The motion was agreed to,

The committes accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Moopy of Massachusetts reported that the
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, having
had under consideration the naval appropriation bill, had come to
no resolution thereon.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES OF HAWAIIL,

The SPEAKER. The Chair submits the following message
from the President of the United States, which will be read.

The Clerk read as follows:
To the Senate and House of Representatives:

I transmit herewith a report of the investigations of the cultural re-
sources and capabilities of the Hawaiian Islands, with special reference to
the establishment of an agricultural experiment station in those islands,
made in accordance with the act of Con making appropriations for the
Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 40, 1901

he attention of Congress is called to the request of the Secretary of Agri-
culture that 2,000 copies of the report be printed for the use of the Depart-

ment of Agriculture.
WILLIAM McKINLEY.
EXECUTIVE MANSION, January 24, 1901,
The SPEAKER. This message will be referred to the Commit-
tee on the Territories.

FORDYCE M. KEITH.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following concurrent
resolution: '
Resgolved b{l the Senate (the House of Representatives eoncurn’ng). That the

President is hereby requested to return to the Senate the bill (8. 1458) enti-
tled “An act increasing the pension of Fordyce M. Keith."

The SPEAKER. Without objection, this will be considered
now.

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following Senate concurrent
resolution was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its
appropriate committee as indicated below:

nate concurrent resolution 86:

Resolved b¥ the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That of
the document known as the Documentary ry of the Constitution of the
United Btates, 7,000 copies be printed, of which number 2,000 shall be for the
use of the Senate, 4,000 shall be for the use of the House of Representatives,
and 1,000 for the use of the Department of State—

to the Committee on Printing,
LEAVE OF ABSEXNCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr,
Brosius, for one day, on account of important business.

LEAVE TO WITHDRAW PAFPERS.

By unanimous consent, on motion of Mr. McCLELLAN, leave
was granted to withdraw from the files of the Honse, without
leaving copies, the papers in the case of Edmund T. Ryan, Fifty-

, no adverse report having been made thereon.
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LEAVE TO PRINT.

By unanimous consent, Mr. HENRrY C. SMITH was granted leave
to print remarks on the reapportionment bill.
r. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to supple-
ment my remarks, made this morning in regard to the civil serv-
ice, by adding some documentary evidence which I have in my

possession. e

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

And then, on motion of Mr. Foss (at 5 o’clock and 27 minutes
p. m.) the House adjourned.

—_—

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive com-
munications were taken from the Speaker's table and referred as
follows:

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the conrt in the case of
John M. Bass. administrator of William O. Moseley, deceased,
against the United States—to the Cammittee on War Claims, and
ordered to be printed. ;

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings filed by the court in the case of
M. D. Rountree, administrator of George T. Long, deceased,
against the United States—to the Committee on War Claims, and
ordered to be printed,

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of fact in the case of Charles L.
Stewart, executor of Charles Stewart, deceased, against the
United States—to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered to
be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the fol-
lowing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered
to th?lCierk, and referred to the several Calendars therein named,
as follows:

Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Committee on Agriculture, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13801) making ap-
propriations for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year
ending June 80, 1902, reported the same, accompanied by a report
(No. 2452); which said bill and report were referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, HILL, from the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and
Measures, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
13099) to maintain the legal-tender silver dollar at parity with
gold, reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a re-
&rt (No. 2456); which said bill and report were referred to the

mmittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. McCLEARY, from the Committee on the Library, to which
was referred the joint resolution of the Senate gs. R.. 48) authoriz-
ing the selection of a site and the erection of a pedestal for a
bronze statue in Washington, D. C., in honor of the late Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow, reported the same without amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 2462); which said joint resolution
'and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. KNOX, from the Committee on the Territories, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13372) to provide for sub-
ports of entry and delivery in the Territory of Hawaii, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2463);
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, CURTIS, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (S.8901) providing for allot-
ments of lands in severalty to the Indians of the La Pointe or Bad
River Reservation, in the State of Wisconsin, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No.2465); which
said bill and report were referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. JENKINS, from the Committee on the District of Colum-
bia, to which was referred the bill H. R, 13198, reported in lieu
thereof a bill (H. R. 13802) supplemental to an act entitled **An
act to incorporate the Reform School for Girls of the District of
Columbia,” approved July 9, 1888, accompanied Dby a report (No.
2453); which said bill and report were referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. FLEMING, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which
was referred the bill H. R. 13309, reported in lien thereof a hill

H. R. 13803) to amend section 19 of chapter 252, 29 Statutes at

arge, approved May 28, 1896, accompanied by a re (No.

&4} z d;;hmh said bill and report were referred to the House
endar,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clanse 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of the
following titles were severally reported from committees, de-
livered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House, as follows:

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13569) granting a
pension to the children of Henry R. Hinkle, deceaseé. reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2428);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12121)
granting a pension to Caroline H. Wright, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2429); which
said bill and rt were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12392) granting a
pension to Dr. Henry Smith, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 2430); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CONNER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 13237) granting a
pension to Jacob Hoerr, reported the same with amendment, ac-
companied by a report (No.2431); whichsaid bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10564) granting
an increase of pension to James R. Husted, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2432); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr., GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10055) granting
an increase of pension to Frederick G. McDowell, ted the
same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2433);
which said bill and re})ort were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13593) ting
an increase of pension to Lewis W, Phillips, reported the same
withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2434); which
gaid bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 1235) granting
a pension to Chamness S. Burks, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2435); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

. SHAW, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6503) granting an in-
crease of pension-to William Gross, reported the same with
amendmi:.?t, accompanied by a report (No. 2436); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12686) granting a
pension to John W. Conely, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 2487); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

By Mr. SULLOWAY, from the committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12696) grant-
ing a pension to John B. Frisbee, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2438); which said bill and
Te were referred to the Private Calendar.

e also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 12004) granting an increase of pension to
George B. Smith, re]iqarted the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 2439); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H.R.13080) for the relief of John F. Carbee,
reported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report
(No.2440); which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12883) granting an
increase of pension fo Condy Menalis, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2441); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. giBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13133) granting a pension
to Capt. Joseph V. Hoffecker, reported the same with amendment,
accompanied by a report (No. 2442); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 13567) granting a pension to Martha M.
Stephens, reported the same with amendment, accompanied b{ a
report (No. 2443); which said bill and report were referred to the
Private Calendar.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
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to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 18447) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Benjamin Eason, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2444); which said
bill and re were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GRAFF, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11618) granting an in-
crease of pension to John Burns, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2445); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Kia.r. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10748) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Julius Sporleder, rﬁported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2446); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. GASTON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, fo
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6552) to increase
the pension of A. P. Pew, late a member of Companies I and D,
Fifty-seventh Pennsylvania Volunteers, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2447); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar. :

Mr. CROWLEY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13204) granting
an increase of pension to Henry H. Brown, reported the same

with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2448); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.
Mr. SULLOWAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to

which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13123) granting
an inerease of pension to Charles Hawkins, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2449); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 11197) granting an increase of pension to
Eugene Leahy, reported the same with amendment, accompanied
by a report (No, 2450); which said bill and report were referred
to the Private Calendar,

Mr, NORTON of Ohio, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 12816) grantin
a pension to Samuel A. Needham, reported the same with amend-
ment, accompanied by a report (No. 2451); which said bill and re-
port were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. ROBB, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the bill of the House (H. R. 73?83 for the relief of George
Rea, deceased, late of Copiah County, Miss., reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2454); which
gaid bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. WEEKS, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re-
ferred the bill of the Senate (8. 3063) for the relief of Charles
Hurrle, reported the same without amendment, accompanied by
a reg’lrt (No. 2455); which said bill and report were referred to
the Private Calendar.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, from the Committee on Military
Affairs, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 651)
to correct the military record of Charles Bredt, reported the same
with amendment. accompanied biareport (No. 2457); which said
bill and re&grt were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. LITTLE, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13743) for the relief of
Joseph M. Campbell and Stephen Blacksmith, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2458); which
gaid bill and re were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. BROW W, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 7760) for the re-
lief of James Kelly, reported the same with amendment, accom-
panied by a reg;rt (No. 2459); which said bill and report were
referred to the Private Calendar.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the Senate (S. 1298) for the relief of Francisco V. De Coster,
rt;?orted the same without amendment, accompanied by a rag?rrlt
(No. 2461); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calendar,

ADVERSE REPORTS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, Mr, STEVENS of Minnesota, from
the Committee on Military Affairs, to which was referred the bill
of the House (H. R. 5676) to remove the charge of desertion from
the military record of John Carrol, reported the same adversely,
accompanied by a reg:{rt (No. 2460); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.

Under claunse 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials

:°§1 Eha following titles were introduced and severally referred as
OWS:

By Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Committee on Agriculfure:

A bill (H. R. 13801) making appropriations for the Department of
CAﬂgn’cg;um for the fiscal year ending June 30,1902—to the Union
endar.

By Mr. JENKINS, from the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia: A bill (H. R. 13802) supplemental to an act entitled ‘‘An
act to incorporate the Reform School for Girls of the District of
Columbia,” a&groved July 9, 1888, in lien of H, R. 13198—to the
House Calendar.

By Mr. FLEMING, from the Committee on the Judiciary: A
bill (H. R.13803) to amend section 19 of chapter 252, 29th Statutes
at Large, approved May 28, 1896, in lieun of H. R. 13309—to the
House Calendar.

By Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 13820)
relating to employment of chaplains in the United States Navy—
to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 13821) prescribing and latin
the pay of certain classes of employees at the Government ospil;eg
for the Insane, in the District of Columbia—to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

By Mr. BERRY: A resolution (H. Res. 386) to pay J. J. Con-
stantine §200—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. SHERMAN: A resolution (H. Res. 388) for the ap-
pointment of a select committee of five to investigate hazin
at the Annapolis Naval Academy—to the Committee on Nava.

By Mr. WEYMOUTH: A resolution (H. Res. 389) to pay Minot
Reed Stewart $205—to the Committee on Accounts. .
By Mr. SULLOWAY: A resolution (H. Res. 300) anthorizi
continued employment of a stenographer to Committee on Invali
Pensions—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. LONG: A concurrent resolution of the legislature of
Kansas, favoring an appropriation to repair and improve Galves-
ton Harbor—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED,

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as

follows:

By Mr. CARMACK: A bill (H. R. 13804) for the relief of S. R,
Timberlake—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CLARK: A bill (H. R. 13805) granting a pension to Mrs,
Mary Followill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 13806) granting an increase of pension to Cor-
nelius Springer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 13807%remov"ing the charge of desertion from
31; ri?_cord of William E. Talbert—to the Committee on Military

airs.

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 13808) granting a pension to
Andy Thoglﬁson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. OX: A bill (H. R. 13809) to remove the charge of
desertion now standing against Edward Reno—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. LONG: A bill (H. R. 13810) granting an increase of pen-
sion to Isaac C. Boley—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 13811) granting an increase of

nsiion to Mrs, Bessie H. Lester—to the Committee on Invalid

€nsions, .

By Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: A bill (H. R, 13812) granting ay
increase of pension to Clara 8. Coleman—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 138813) granting an increase of pension toIra
L. Evans—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SMITH of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 13814) granting a pen-
sion to John B. Wilson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WEYMOUTH: A bill (H. R. 13815) granting a pen-
sion to Martha R. Griswold—to the Committee on Invalid JB:E—
sions.

By Mr. JAMES R. WILLIAMS: A bill (H. R. 13816) granting
a pension to Margaref Mitchell —to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18817) for the relief of R. H. Dunaway—to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. ZIEGLER: A bill éOH. R, 13818) gﬁ-’ﬂtiﬂ a pension to
Thaddeuns A. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 13819) granting an increase of

nsion to Margaret Jane Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions,

_—

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce was discharged from the cousideration of the
bill (H. R. 11866) to provide for the inspection of the boiler of the
tug ¢, and the same was ref to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries,




1901. -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1433

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolations of the Bricklayers’ Company of
the City and County of Philadelphia, Pa., in favor of Senate bill
No. 727, known as the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, resolutions of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, favoring
House bill No. 11850, to establish a national standardizing bureaun—
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. ATWATER: Papers relating to the claim of Elizabeth
Powers, of Wake County, N. C.—to the Committee on War

Claims,

By Mr. BOUTELLE of Maine: Petition of the Bangor Woman's
Indian Association, Maine, relative to an adequate and ent
supply of living water for irrigation gn for the Pima and
Papago Indians—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

y Mr., BOWERSOCK: Petition of assistant microscopists of
Burean of Animal Industry, Kansas City, Kans., asking that they
be not furlonghed without pay—to the Committee on iculture.

By Mr. BULL: Petition of the Rhode Island Women’s Indian
Association, in favor of irrigation for the benefit of the Pima and
Pa Indians—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

}.g;ﬁr BUTLER: Petition of 100 persons of Marple, Pa., favor-
ing anti-polygamy amendment to the Constitution—to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CAPRON: Petition of the Rhode Island Women’s Indian
Association, in favor of irrigation for the benefit of the Pima and
Papago Indians—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

80, papers to accompany House bill granting an increase of
nsion to Margaret Jane Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid
‘ensions,

By Mr. CARMACK: Petition of William Johnson, administra-
tor of Thomas I, Johnson, deceased, late of Fayette County, Tenn.,
for reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: Petition of Methodist Episco-

churches at North Prairie and Eagle, and A. C. Grier, of

cine, Wis., for the protection of native races in our islands

st intoxicants and opinum—to the Committee on Alcoholic
Liguor Traffic.

By Mr. DALZELL: Resolutions of the Pittsburg (Pa.) Cham-
ber of Commerce, urging the passage of the Pacific cable bill—to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolutions of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, favorin
_ the passage of House bill No. 11350, to establish the nation

standardizing bureau—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights,
and Measures.

Also, petition of Reformed Presbyterian Church of Wilkins-
burg, Pa., favoring uniform marriage and divorce laws and cer-
tain other measnres—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FARIS: Papers in support of House bill No. 13513,
granting an increase of pension to George Burton—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, photograph to accompany House bill No. 13512, to increase
tI.,he rension of Joseph F. len—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions.

By Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts: Petition of Frank P.
Nowlan and 8 other employees of the Bureau of Animal Industry
at Boston, Mass,, in relation to the employment and salary of tag-
gers in that department—to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of the Boston Central Branch of the United Irish
League, protesting against the shipment of horses, mules, and war
supplies to Great Britain—to the Committee on Inferstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr, FLYNN: Resolution of the Woodward (Okla.) Bar As-
sociation in support of House bill No. 12842, and urging the ap-
E'ointment of three additional judges for the supreme court in the

erritory of Oklahoma—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GIBSON: Petition of Andy Thompson, to accompany
gouqe bill granting him a pension—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions,

By Mr. GLYNN: Petition of citizens of Salt Lake City, Utah,
in relation to the erection of a Federal building in Salt Lake
City—to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,

By Mr, GRAHAM: Petitionof the Philadelphia Board of Trade,
in favor of the establishment of the national standardizing bu-
rean—to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures,

Algo, petition of M. T, Richardson Company, of New York, urg-
ing a sufficient appropriation to maintain and extend the postal
tubular system in the city of New York—to the Committee on the
Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Thomas Shagne, favoring the policy of the Ad-
ministration toward the natives of the Philippine Islands—to the
Committes on Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HILL: Petition of Winsted Indian Association, of Win-
nh£ Conn., in favor of making provisions for an adequate and

permanent supply of water for the Pima and Papago Indians—to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

ByMr. LACEY: Resolutionsof Oskaloosa (Iowa) publieschools,
favoﬁn? the passage of House bill No, 11350, to establish the
national standardizing bureau—to the Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures,

By Mr. LONG: Petition of Charles E. Bradt and 80 others, urg-
ing the passage of a measure providing a permanent supply of live
water for irrigating p for the Pima and Papago Indians in
Arizona—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. McALEER: Petition of the Philadelphia Maritime Ex-
change, favoring the proposed establishment of a beacon light
near Grubbs Landing, Delaware River, Delaware—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, resolutions of Farragut Association,No. 1, Naval Veterans,
of Philadelphia, Pa., for the passage of Senate bill No, 3422, to
equalize the rank and pay of certain retired officers of the Navy—
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, resolutions of Naval Command, No. 1, Spanish-American
War Veterans, Philadelphia, in opposition to the pending Army
bill—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MIERS of Indiana: Petition of citizens of Vincennes,
Ind., favoring anti-goli:gamy amendment to the Constituation—to
the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. MORRELL: Petition of the Bricklayers’ Company of
Philadelphia, Pa., favoring such legislation as will strengthen
our maritime position—to the Committee on the Merchant Ma:
rine and Fisheries, :

Also, petition of the Philadelphia Board of Trade, in favor of
the establishment of a national standardizing bureau—to the Com-
mittee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. PAYNE: Re<olutions of the New York Electrical So-
ciety, favoring the passage of House bill No. 11350, to establish
the national standardizing burean—to the Committee on Coinage,
Weights, and Measures.

Also, petition of George H. Lookup and others, of Marion, N. Y.,
favoring anti-polygumy amendment to the Constitution—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of 25 citizens of Rose, N. Y., urging the passage
of House bill No. 12551, for the protection of native races in our
islands against intoxicants and opinm—to the Committee on Aleo-
holic Liquor Traffic.

By Mr. RUSSELL: Petition of New London (Conn.) Indian
Association, favoring provision for an adequate and permanent
supply of water for the Pima and Papago Indians—to the Com-
mittee on Indian i

Also, petition of New London (Conn.) Indian Association, for
construction of dam across Gila River, 8an Carlos, Ariz., for pur-

of irrigation for Pima Reservation—to the Committee on
ndian Affairs, 4

By Mr. SCUDDER: Petition of Presbyterian Church of Bridge-
hampton, Suffolk County, Long Island, in favor of legislation pro-
hibiting sale of intoxicating liguors to helpless people—to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SIMS: Resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of
Knoxville, Tenn., in favor of an appropriation for the special or
fast mail service between New York and New Orleans via At-
lanta—to the Commirtee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads,

By Mr. STEWART of New Jersey: Petition of 18 citizens of
Garfield, Bergen County, N. J., favoring anti-polygamy amend-
ment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of citizens of Bergen County, N. J., for ratifica-
tion of treaty between civilized nations—to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. VAN VOORHIS: Petition of citizens of Marigtta, Ohio,
}Jrnying for the passage of a bill providing for a live water supply

or irrigation purposes for the Papago and Pima Indians of Ari-
zona—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

By Mr.JAMES R. WILLIAMS: Papersin support of House bill
for the relief of R. H. Dunaway—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr, YOUNG: Petition of John Lucas & Co., Philadelphia,
Pa., favoring the adoption of a system by which the exchange-
ability of the metallic currencies at the Treasury, at the will of
the holder, may be maintained—io the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

Also, petition of M. T. Richardson Company, publishers, favor-
ing the ereetion of a new post-office building in New York City—
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, petition of the Board of Trade of Philadelphia, Pa., for
the establishment of the national standardizing burean—to the
Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures,

Also, resolutions of the Bricklayers’ Company of Philadelphia,
Pa., in favor of Senate bill No. 727, known as the ship-subsidy
bill—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ZIEGLER: Petition and papers to accompany House
bill granting a pension to Thaddeus A. Smith—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.
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